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Abstract 
As more and more of our lives take place online, we are developing a very public and permanent 
record of our past views and actions. It is increasingly common for public figures to have their 
current image tarnished by their mistakes and transgressions in what is often the distant past. 
Although factors such as the passage of time and age of the actor are typically given 
consideration in moral judgement, they may be swept away by identity and politics when the 
transgressions are viewed along partisan lines. Three experiments (N = 2,018) found that 
judgements of a public figure who had tweeted racist statements in the past were indeed less 
harsh when more time had passed and when the public figure was younger at the time of the 
tweet. However, politics also played a powerful role. Independent of time and age, liberals 
allowed less possibility of redemption for anti-Black tweets, while conservatives were less 
forgiving for anti-White tweets. Such partisan differences extended not only to various forms of 
moral judgement and punitiveness but also general moral principles and participants’ subjective 
perceptions of the situation itself.  
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A Tale of Two Tweets: What Factors Predict Forgiveness of Past Transgressions on Social 
Media? 
“It's one of the greatest gifts you can give yourself: to forgive. Forgive everybody.” 
- Maya Angelou 
“When someone shows you who they are, believe them the first time.” 
- Also Maya Angelou 
Everyone has said or done things they regret. Rarely can someone look back on all their 
past actions and opinions without finding at least a few missteps they hope will be overlooked or 
forgiven. In many circumstances, observers will take numerous factors into account in judging a 
person’s past deeds. Scientific research has found that people consider factors like the type of 
transgression committed, the time that has passed since the transgression, and the perceived 
intent of the transgressor (Wohl & McGrath, 2007; Young & Saxe, 2011). 
 In the digital information age, however, the rules may be changing. The past does not 
always stay in the past once it has become part of the permanent record of social media. 
Countless stories have emerged in the last few years in which the past statements or actions of 
public figures have resurfaced to tarnish their character in the present. In many cases these 
transgressions occurred quite long ago and inspired little reaction when they took place, but upon 
rediscovery (and wide circulation online) they evoked much moral condemnation and calls for 
repercussions. Consider whether the following example would seem normal if it took place just 
ten years ago. 
 In September of 2019, Carson King rose to fame after his cardboard sign asking for 
donations for his beer supply was caught on camera during an ESPN broadcast (Tenbarge, 2019), 
attention he leveraged into a fundraiser in which he raised over $1M for a children’s hospital and 
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acquired a beer company as sponsor. Only ten days later, reporter Aaron Calvin published an 
article on King that made mention of racist jokes he tweeted eight years prior as an adolescent 
(along with his apology in the present). King lost his partnership with the beer company he had 
mentioned in his sign. Shortly after, nine-year-old tweets posted by Calvin himself (the reporter) 
were dredged up, including homophobic statements. Calvin was fired from his news outlet, the 
Des Moines Register (Tenbarge, 2019). He also received a significant number of death threats, 
largely from right-wing sources condemning his participation in “cancel culture”, which 
eventually led to him leaving his home for safety reasons (Reinstein, 2019). Although neither 
King nor Calvin set out to ruin each other (Reinstein, 2019), the situation quickly took on a life 
of its own and adolescent misdeeds from the distant past were held up as unforgiveable marks on 
their character necessitating stiff penalties in the present. 
The back and forth of this situation only serves to demonstrate how much of a 
phenomenon such controversies have become. Other prominent cases include Kevin Hart, who 
lost his chance to host the Oscars after long-past homophobic jokes resurfaced (Daw, 2020), and 
Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau, who endured political controversy after old photos of 
him in Blackface emerged into the public sphere (Cecco, 2019). Specific examples noted in this 
paper will quickly become outdated and replaced with new incidents.  What is important is not 
the individual examples themselves, but the larger pattern they illustrate. What once may have 
been buried in the past, now preserved instead by modern record-keeping, emerges to public 
outcry and widespread dissemination on social media.  
There has been considerable conflict about how such cases should be dealt with. Some 
view the backlash in said cases as the just consequences of one’s actions (Hagi, 2019; Tensley, 
2020) while some view it as censorship and mob rule in which the punishment far outstrips the 
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crime (Furdyk, 2020; Romano, 2020). Given the quantity and variety of such cases, however, a 
single analysis or narrative will not always apply. We argue that it is important to develop a 
deeper understanding of this societal phenomenon and the multiple factors at play in this type of 
moral judgements. This paper is an attempt to contribute to such an endeavor by building our 
knowledge of what is going on at a psychological level. In particular we are interested in two 
main questions: What factors lead us to condemn or forgive a person for transgressions that 
occurred in the past, and to what extent are people’s judgements shaped by motivated reasoning 
informed by their partisan allegiances? Although to our knowledge no prior studies have 
attempted to answer these two questions directly, we inform our inquiry with prior research on 
forgiveness and moral judgment, and well as past research on political partisanship and 
motivated reasoning. 
Forgiveness 
There are a number of factors that influence one’s desire to forgive, including the severity 
of the transgression (Fincham et al., 2005) and the perceived intent of the transgressor (Young & 
Saxe, 2011). But our particular interest is in factors that may apply to a transgression from long 
ago that has resurfaced. For this reason we focus on the passage of time and age of the 
transgressor respectively. 
Time Since Incident 
Previous research has shown that the passage of time is a significant factor for predicting 
forgiveness. For instance, greater temporal distance between a past moral transgression and the 
present has been associated with greater willingness to forgive (Wohl & McGrath, 2007). 
Importantly, although the objective amount of time passed did increase forgiveness, the 
perceived (or subjective) amount of time passed was important as well. Another study on 
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forgiveness also showed an effect of time, but one that provided diminishing returns on a 
logarithmic function (McCullough et al., 2010). This means that although a greater amount of 
time predicted greater forgiveness, the effect of additional time decreased as the period of time 
grew longer.   
Age of Transgressor 
 Unlike adults, adolescents are actively undergoing considerable development in terms of 
their physical brain and cognitive capacities. Namely, they have not completed the development 
of connections between prefrontal and subcortical brain regions (Casey et al., 2011), or the 
process of synaptic pruning (Blakemore, 2008; Mallya et al., 2019; Selemon, 2013). This 
development is especially important in the domains of decision making and impulse control 
(Blakemore & Robbins, 2012; Casey et al., 2011; Steinberg, 2013). As such, adolescents are 
more inclined towards risky decisions and are less likely to think through and understand the 
impact of their actions. For this reason, adolescents may not be considered as fully responsible 
moral agents in the same way as adults.  
 Surprisingly little research has been done to examine how the age of a moral transgressor 
influences the judgements of observers. But this idea is still reflected in how adolescents are 
treated as responsible agents in society. In most western countries, teenagers remain under the 
authority of their (adult) parents. As well, the legal systems in many countries treat minors 
differently from adults and give them lighter punishments for equivalent crimes (The youth 
criminal justice act summary and background, 2021; Youth in the Justice System: An Overview, 
2019) The Juvenile Law Center website explicitly states than “…children who commit crimes 
are different from adults; as a class, they are less blameworthy, and they have a greater capacity 
for change (Youth in the Justice System: An Overview, 2019, para. 1). 
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Subjective Time and Age 
 Though the objective amount of time that has passed may be important when it comes to 
moral judgement, the subjective amount of time may be important as well. Subjective time refers 
to how long it feels it has been since a given event from the perspective of the observer (Ross & 
Wilson, 2002). Though it may be related to objective time, the relationship is not exact; 
perceptions of time often differ for motivational reasons. People tend to feel closer to desirable 
rather than undesirable past events in their own lives and people in satisfied relationships 
relegate their partners’ transgressions to the subjectively distant past (Cortes et al., 2018; Wilson 
et al., 2009). The elasticity of time extends beyond an individual’s lifetime, with people feeling 
subjectively close or far away from the historical atrocities committed by their in-group (Peetz et 
al., 2010). Part of the reason these shifts in subjective time may take place is that more distant 
events are seen as less relevant than closer ones (Broemer et al., & Diehl, 2008; Van Boven & 
Caruso, 2015), which would make them less threatening. 
 Another consideration for moral judgment is subjective age, or how old a person 
subjectively seems to be. The notion of subjective age has been studied, but the focus has 
primarily been on the subjective perception of one’s own age; for instance people who feel 
subjectively younger are also often physically healthier (Kotter-Gruhn et al., 2015; Rubin & 
Bernsten, 2006; Rudolph et al., 2019). Notably, it has been shown that subjective age does not 
always align with actual age. Namely, older adults are biased towards feeling younger than they 
actually are (Rubin & Bernsten, 2006; Teuscher, 2009).  
By contrast, there is not much research on the subjectively perceived age of others. But 
research on racial bias in the justice system has been able to shed some light on the issue. A 
study by Rattan and colleagues (2012) found that subjective age can be important for moral 
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judgement and punitiveness. Priming participants with a Black rather than White juvenile 
offender led them to see adolescents as significantly more similar to adults and to support more 
punitive sentencing for juvenile offenders. Another study by Goff and colleagues (2014) found 
that black boys were seen as less childlike than white ones and that black felony suspects were 
seen as older than white suspects. These findings suggest that subjective age can shift in order to 
justify a moral judgement. 
 Overall, past research has shown that one’s perception of the situation does not always 
align with the exact truth of the situation itself. All information must be interpreted in some way, 
and that is likely to color how any subsequent judgements take place. In the case of past 
transgressions, if people subjectively interpret the temporal distance as more recent or the 
subjective age of the transgressor as “old enough to know better” the action may seem more 
relevant and the actor judged more harshly independent of how long ago the event actually 
occurred and at what age. What factors might predict the motivated shifting of these contextual 
variables like subjective time and age? The predictors of motivated shifting are likely to depend 
on the type of past offense that re-emerges on social media. In the current work, we focus on 
transgressions that have a political alignment (issues that may be particularly offensive for 
liberals or conservatives), so we examine the role of partisanship as a predictor of motivated 
perceptions.  
Politics 
In 2018 James Gunn was fired from writing and directing the third Guardians of the 
Galaxy movie after heading the first two films (Bishop, 2018). The decision was made by Disney 
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executives after several tweets by Gunn from 2009-2012, in which he joked about child 
molestation, resurfaced online.1  
This case is of particular interest because of its political element. Mike Cernovich, a 
right-wing media personality known for promoting the pizza-gate conspiracy, was primarily 
responsible for the tweets resurfacing (Bishop, 2018). The incident came on the heels of the 
controversy over Roseanne Barr’s offensive tweets which resulted in the cancelation of her 
sitcom; some viewed the attack on Gunn as “payback” (Bradley, 2018). Just as progressives 
often target more conservative figures for their past transgressions, Cernovich had used similar 
strategies to target progressive figures like Gunn in the past. Such an example underscores how 
partisan motivations may come into play when one is judged in a public space. In the simplest 
sense, conservatives will be motivated to make liberals look bad, while liberals will be motivated 
to make conservatives look bad. But to what extent should we expect this to be the case? Should 
we expect it to be exacerbated by the current political climate and the medium of social media? 
Polarization and Motivated Cognition 
Much discussion has covered the rise in political polarization over the past decades. This 
divide seems to be less about ideology and more about disdain towards the other side. 
(Abramowitz & Webster, 2018; Iyengar et al., 2012). Studies have shown that on matters of 
policy, partisanship may determine support as much or more than actual content (Van Boven et 
al., 2018; Cohen, 2003; Ehret et al., 2018).  The very public but also very curated nature of social 
media may not only allow such partisan divisions to thrive, but may actually exacerbate them. 
Selective exposure, in which media users curate what appears on their news feeds, can create an 
 
1 Later in the following year it was announced that Gunn was reinstated to the project following an apology he made 
and support from his coworkers (Di Placido, 2019).   
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environment that reinforces and intensifies one’s world view (Aruguete & Calvo, 2018; 
Knobloch-Westerwick, 2015; Knobloch-Westerwick et al., 2015; Knobloch-Westerwick et al., 
2017).  
This current state of affairs suggests that politically-biased motivated reasoning may play 
a significant role in the interpretation of past statements or actions. When people enter into a 
political discussion with strong pre-formed beliefs, their reasoning tends to be biased towards 
protecting those beliefs throughout the entire process (Erisen et al., 2014). Numerous studies 
have shown that people face information that contradicts their beliefs with skepticism and 
distrust, while information they agree with is more likely to be accepted with minimal 
deliberation (Chen et al., 1999; Taber & Lodge, 2006). This does not appear to be reduceable to 
a defect in cognitive ability; people who score higher in numeracy and use more deliberation 
have actually been found to show more motivated reasoning and reach even more extreme 
conclusions in line with their partisan affiliation (Kahan, 2012, 2015; Kahan & Corbin, 2016; 
Kahan et al., 2012; Peters et al., 2006). This is because they are motivated not just to be accurate 
but also to protect their group identity (Kahan et al., 2011; Kahan et al., 2013).  
Especially during this time of high polarization and partisanship, it follows that past 
offensive statements or actions performed by a partisan figure or violating a value of a particular 
political group will be a prime target for motivated cognition when circulated and discussed on 
social media. Conservatives will be motivated to place greater blame and condemnation on 
liberal figures or violations of conservative values, while liberals will be motivated to place 
greater blame and condemnation on conservative figures or violations of liberal values. Even in 
the case of ostensibly nonpartisan public figures, conservatives and liberals may be more 
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inclined to condemn past actions in a way that supports their own worldviews, seeing violations 
of conservative and liberal values respectively as more serious.  
Similar motivated shifts may take place with regard to the subjective perception of the 
circumstances, perhaps even shifting the intuitive principles they draw on to inform when 
condemnation versus redemption should be possible. For instance, just as crimes have different 
“statutes of limitations” after which they can no longer be prosecuted, people may have different 
psychological “statutes of limitations” after which time a past transgression can no longer be 
assumed to colour current character – people might shorten or extend those statutes depending on 
the judgment they want to arrive at. As discussed previously, the subjective aspects of time and 
age can be moved around to ameliorate one’s self-view or arrive at preferred moral judgements 
of the self or others (Cortes et al., 2018; Goff et al., 2014; Peetz et al., 2010; Rattan et al., 2012; 
Rubin & Bernsten, 2006; Rudolph et al., 2009; Wilson et al., 2009). Shifts in the subjective time 
and age of the offense may in turn inform a subjective sense of how relevant the transgression is 
to judgment in the present.  Such shifts could serve to amplify or attenuate moral condemnation 
and subsequent punishment. In this way, people may engage in multiple interrelated cognitive 
processes when exposed to the past transgressions of a public figure; the motivated shifting of 
each of these components may bolster the harshness or forgivingness of the judgment. 
Racism 
 Attitudes regarding racism present one potential source of political divergence when it 
comes to past offenses. In particular, the prevalence of anti-Black and anti-White racism in the 
United States is a topic on which people are unable to agree2. For example, some evidence 
 
2 One such disagreement is regarding whether anti-White prejudice can be considered racism to begin with. We 
acknowledge that including anti-White sentiment as part of the concept adheres to a particular (but rather common) 
definition of racism in which any form of prejudice against any racial group can apply. Other definitions require not 
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(Norton & Sommers, 2011) suggests that White people and Black people differ considerably on 
their perceptions of both kinds of racism, with Black people continuing to see much more anti-
Black racism and White people believing that anti-White racism is now the more prominent form 
of discrimination. In terms of politics, Democrats and Republicans also differ on the perceived 
prevalence of each kind of racism. Most people in both parties believe that Black people face 
discrimination, but this belief is held by a higher percentage of Democrats. By contrast, most 
Republicans believe that White people face discrimination, but most Democrats do not 
(Sheffield, 2019). When it comes to the prevalence of both types of racism, Democrats see a 
much wider difference between anti-Black and anti-White discrimination compared to 
Republicans (Earle & Hodson, 2019). As such, conservatives may be more motivated to 
highlight and condemn cases of anti-White racism, while liberals may be more motivated to 
highlight and condemn cases of anti-Black racism. 
The Current Studies  
Everything we have described above suggests that a variety of factors can have an 
influence on judgements of past statements, some that don’t have anything directly to do with the 
transgressor and the transgression itself. The current research aimed to examine several potential 
factors in an experimental context. In particular, we wanted to see how participants would react 
to a series of offensive tweets made by a public figure (the tweets were always described as from 
a past point in time but coming to light in the present), several of which were derogatory towards 
a particular racial group. 
 
just prejudice or discrimination but structural power exerted by the predominant group. While we agree that 
prejudice can hold a different meaning when backed by institutional forces and a recent history of blatant 
discrimination, we contend that the broader definition of racism (prejudice/discrimination against any group due to 
race) is still valid and useful in this context.  
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We sought to investigate several types of factors. First, we aimed to investigate the causal 
effect of time and age since these are variables we might expect to be related to how moral 
judgement and forgiveness might operate under normal offline interpersonal circumstances.  In 
particular, the time passed in years (2 vs 7) and the age of the public figure when they posted the 
statements (at age 16 vs 28) were both examined. Factors related to partisan bias and ideology 
were also included. We measured the participants’ political leanings towards either conservative 
or liberal ideologies. We also manipulated the race targeted by the derogatory statements in the 
tweets in ways we expected would be more offensive to one political group or the other, by 
making them directed towards either Black people or White people. Because racism targeted at 
these groups is a source of divergence between liberals and conservatives, we expected different 
responses from each. 
We were primarily concerned with how these four factors would be related to people’s 
moral judgements of the public figure as well as the consequences they believed would be 
appropriate for the offensive statements. These outcome variables included items like how much 
the public figure should still be judged in the present day, whether they should be punished by 
their employer, and what actions they should do to make amends on their own initiative. In a 
more exploratory capacity, we were also interested in people’s subjective perceptions of the 
circumstances surrounding the past offense: how subjectively distant do they seem, how old did 
the offender seem when the tweets were sent, and how relevant is it today? Our initial 
hypotheses, however, were focused on moral judgements and consequences. Our predictions are 
listed below. 
Hypothesis 1a. Participants will judge the public figure more harshly for the 
tweets when they occurred 2 years ago rather than 7 years ago. This will apply for 
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measures of present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, 
need for apology, and need for resignation. 
Hypothesis 1b. Participants will judge the public figure more harshly for the 
tweets when he was 28 rather than 16. This will apply for measures of present 
judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, need for apology, and 
need for resignation. 
Hypothesis 2a. Liberal participants will judge the public figure more harshly for 
anti-Black tweets compared to anti-White tweets. This will apply for measures of 
present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, need for 
apology, and need for resignation. 
Hypothesis 2b. Conservative participants will judge the public figure more 
harshly for anti-White tweets compared to anti-Black tweets. This will apply for 
measures of present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, 
need for apology, and need for resignation. 
Study 1 was a straightforward application of this design and test of the hypotheses. Study 2 
attempted to replicate the findings of Study 1 with both Black and White participants. Study 3 
provided a test of our original hypotheses with larger samples of both liberals and conservatives 
and added several new predictions based on our previous findings. 
Study 1 
Study 1 acted as a pilot study that allowed us to determine which factors to focus on in 
regard to judgements of offensive tweets. The data was collected in two separate waves, which 
reflected our evolving outlook on the design. As well, unlike our next two studies, Study 1 was 
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not preregistered. It should also be noted that all data included in Study 1 was collected prior to 
the lead author (Andrew Dawson’s) arrival in the lab. The dataset was a preliminary exploration 
into a high-potential topic area, but abandoned due to changing priorities of the earlier 
researcher. Therefore this data set is included in the current package for full transparency 
(including all studies pertaining to this line of work) and can be considered a reanalysis of 
previously unpublished work.  
The initial goal of Study 1 was to examine time and age. In the first wave of data 
collection, only these two factors were manipulated. The offensive tweets were from either 2 or 7 
years ago, and the public figure had been either 16, 22, or 28 at the time. The racist statements in 
the tweets targeted exclusively Black people, so targeted race was not initially a manipulated 
factor. While exploring the first dataset, we noticed that liberals and conservatives responded 
differently to the tweets, which prompted the recruitment of the second wave of data. Two 
changes were made when collecting the second dataset. The first was that the racist statements 
targeted exclusively White people (with no additional changes). The second was that the age 22 
condition was removed, as it was not reliably distinguishable from the younger (16) or older (28) 
ages, and because there were now already a great many conditions to the study. The first and 
second waves of data were combined into one dataset, and targeted race (anti-Black vs anti-
White) was treated as an additional (quasi-)independent variable. As well, participants from the 
first wave in the 22 condition were excluded from all analyses reported here. 
Materials and Methods 
Participants 
 Recruitment. United States citizens self-selected into the study on Amazon’s TurkPrime 
(Litman et al., 2016). The recruitment form told them they would participate in a study on past 
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statements made by public figures (see Appendix A). Each participant was compensated 
$1.00USD for completing the study. Two samples were recruited as part of this pilot study. 
Sample 1 data was collected in September 2018, with all participants exposed to tweets that 
contained anti-Black racism. After noting the differences between liberal and conservative 
responses, we decided to collect a second sample that would be exposed to tweets containing 
exclusively anti-White racism (see below). Sample 2 was collected during March 2019. The 
survey was identical for both samples except for the targeted race variable (anti-Black vs anti-
White tweets), which allowed us to combine both samples and consider them as a single dataset, 
as we do throughout the rest of the paper. 
 Sample. The combined unfiltered sample included 1094 participants. In our final 
analyses, we decided not to include the 22 condition, bringing this number down to 834. 
Participants were then excluded from analyses based on a number of criteria (the same 
participants may have met one or more exclusion criteria). Two attention check items were 
included in the survey, in which participants had to select strongly agree or strongly disagree to 
show that they were paying attention to the content of the questions. Both items had to be 
answered correctly. Seventy-nine participants failed this check. We also included a question at 
the end of the survey that asked participants if they believed their answers were honest and 
accurate, and therefore should be included in our analyses. Forty-four participants indicated that 
we should not use their data on the basis of honesty. We also examined the data for bot-like 
activity, such as clusters of responses from the same IP address or geographical location. This 
led to the removal of 26 participants. Finally, only participants who indicated their political 
beliefs are more conservative or more liberal were included in the analyses. One hundred 
participants who indicated they leaned towards both sides equally were not included. This gave 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   15 
us a final sample of 634 participants, comprised on 336 males, 294 females, and 3 other. The 
sample was predominantly White, with 480 White participants, 64 Black participants, 43 
Hispanic, and less than ten from any other group. This is noteworthy given that the race of the 
observer could be important when judging racist statements. As well, there were about twice as 
many liberals as conservatives, with 438 compared to 196. The age of this sample ranged from 
19 to 72 (M = 37.3, SD = 11.5). According to G*Power (Faul et al., 2009), this sample gave us 
the power to detect an effect size of f = 0.11 (ηp
2 = 0.01) with 80% power and α = .05. 
Procedure 
 Participants self-selected on TurkPrime and were sent to an online study on Qualtrics 
(Qualtrics, 2018). See Appendices B, C, and D for the consent form, full survey, and debriefing 
form respectively.3 
 Demographics. Participants filled out basic demographic information such as age, 
gender, and ethnicity, as well as several measures of their political views. They were asked to 
indicate the political party in the United States they most support, as well as their position on a 
slider bar ranging from 0 (liberal) to 100 (conservative). The political measure we focus on in 
this paper is that of “political leaning,” in which participants indicated whether they were more 
liberal, more conservative, or both equally on most societal topics.4 
 
3 Several additional measures were included throughout the survey in each study that were not considered of interest 
and were not included in the survey. The full surveys, included the additional measures, can be found in Appendix 
C. 
 
4 Political leaning was chosen as our primary politics measure because in theory it marks ideological rather than 
partisan lines, which made it more fitting than our political party measure. However, we could have also chosen to 
use the slider bar item as it represents a continuous measure of political standing and therefore provides more 
precise information. We chose to use the political leaning measure instead because it was used in the analyses 
preregistered for Studies 2 and 3 and provided a clearer interpretation in light of our rather complex design. As the 
political leaning variable was already categorical, our method was different from performing a median split that 
would require altering a continuous measure in an erroneous way. Ultimately the use of the political leaning item 
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 Manipulation. Participants were introduced in a preamble to our public figure, an 
ostensibly real soccer player named Mike Davis. They were told that Davis had recently come 
under public scrutiny for his offensive tweets that were uncovered from his past. They were told 
the age that Davis was at the time and how much time had passed since he posted the tweets. 
They were then shown screenshots of four tweets edited to appear real. Two were derogatory 
towards the same racial group, while two were offensive in other ways. One referred to drunken 
misconduct, while the other was a sexual joke about someone’s mother.5 See Appendix C for the 
exact wording of each of the tweets. The specific features of the tweets were varied across 
condition:  
Time Passed. The number of years that had passed since the public figure posted the 
tweets was varied. Participants were told that either 2 years or 7 years had passed since the time 
of the tweets. The time stamps on the tweets themselves were adjusted to match the time frame 
that the participants had been told.  
Age at Time of Tweet. The age of the public figure (Mike Davis) at the time he posted 
the tweets was also manipulated. Participants were told that the public figure had been either 16 
or 28 at the time of the tweets. We chose the ages in question because they differentiated clearly 
 
represents a more conservative test of our hypotheses that is more likely to increase our confidence in our results 
than to decrease it. 
 
The political leaning measure was found to be closely related to our other political items. In Study 1 self-identified 
conservatives (M = 80.8, SD = 14.2) were found to be significantly more to the right on the political slider item than 
liberals (M = 17.6, SD = 17.0), t(563) = 43.40, p < .001, d = 4.04. Furthermore, 90% of conservatives were also 
Republicans and 95% of liberals were also Democrats. A similar pattern emerged in Study 2 as well, with 
conservatives (M = 79.70, SD = 15.27) further to the right on the slider than liberals (M = 16.2, SD = 15.7), t(498) = 
37.86, p < .001, d = 4.10, 77% of conservatives as Republicans, and 96% of liberals as Democrats.  
5 A potential concern is that the sexual joke may be construed as additionally sexist, which may be more political 
than intended. Conservatives might be more permissive of sexist jokes than liberals, which would mean that 
participants differed on the tweets that were included in both conditions. This could potentially have had a dilution 
effect on our manipulation, but we believe that the differences between conditions were still meaningful. Not only 
were there multiple racist statements that differed by condition, but they were much more blatant in their racism 
than the sexual joke was in its sexism. 
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between a scenario where the public figure was a teenager and a scenario where he was an adult. 
As mentioned above, the first wave of data collection included an age 22 condition to act as a 
middle ground, but this condition was not included in the final dataset or any reported analyses. 
This manipulation was not reflected in the tweets themselves, only the pre-amble.  
Targeted Race. Finally, the race mentioned in two derogatory tweets was varied, though 
this alteration was not a true experimental manipulation in this study. In the original sample 
collected in September 2018, participants were all shown the version of the tweets in which two 
of the four tweets included comments derogatory towards Black people. After collecting this 
data, it became evident that liberals and conservatives showed a different pattern of response, but 
because tweets were racist toward Black people we could not be sure if responses of liberals and 
conservatives would change should the racial group being derogated be altered. Therefore, in the 
sample collected in March 2019, parallel data was collected exposing participants to a version of 
tweets that was derogatory towards White people. We recognize that collecting data at two times 
(such that race of the tweet was not an experimental manipulation) diminishes our ability to draw 
causal conclusions about this factor. However, combining these two otherwise identical samples 
allowed us to consider targeted race as a (quasi-)independent factor and conduct a preliminary 
examination of our hypotheses that we can then test more systematically in subsequent research.  
 Judgement Variables. Our primary hypotheses focused on how the public figure (Mike 
Davis) was judged in the present and the consequences participants endorsed for his past 
offensive tweets.  
Present Judgement. Two items captured the harshness of participants’ judgement of the 
public figure in the present: “To what degree should this person be judged now based on their 
tweets?” and “To what degree should this person be forgiven for their tweets?”. Both items were 
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7-point Likert-type scales ranging from not at all to very much so. The forgiveness item was 
reverse-coded and the two items were aggregated into one measure of present judgment. We 
report reliability for this measure and all two-item measures using the Spearman-Brown 
coefficient, which is recommended over Cronbach’s Alpha and the Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient (Eisinga et al., 2012). This measure demonstrated acceptable reliability, rSB = .69.  
 Present Moral Character. Participants rated the public figure’s perceived moral 
character in the present (present moral character), on four 7-point scales ranging from immoral to 
moral, good to bad, trustworthy to untrustworthy, and likeable to unlikeable respectively. The 
immoral to moral item was reversed coded and items were aggregated, such that higher scores 
indicated harsher judgements  (α = .92).  
 Employer Punishment. Participants also rated a series of potential consequences. Two 
items asked about whether the public figure should be punished by his employer (one asking 
whether the public figure should be disciplined by his employer, and another asking whether he 
should be fired, from 1 (Not at all to 7 (Very much so). The two items showed good reliability, 
rSB = .92, and aggregated into one measure.  
Need for Apology and Resignation. Two more items asked whether the public figure 
himself should take action to amend for his past transgression. On the same 7-point scale 
participants indicated whether the public figure should apologize for the tweets (need for 
apology) and whether he should resign from his current position (need for resignation). We 
considered aggregating these two items, but chose not to for two reasons. First, the reliability for 
these two items was relatively low, rSB = .58. Second, and more important, the two items greatly 
differ in extremity and participant endorsements followed descriptively different patterns (with 
many people endorsing need for apology for instance and only few endorsing resignation). It 
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seemed worthwhile to report the two outcomes separately since they represent, in essence, the 
least severe and most severe consequence for a past transgression, and are likely to differ 
meaningfully.  
 Subjective Circumstances Variables. Our central hypotheses focused on how the public 
figure was judged in the present as a function of time passed as well as the effects of political 
leaning and the race targeted in the derogatory tweets. However, we included a number of 
additional variables that we expected to help explain the variation in moral judgments. These 
variables focused on participants’ subjective perception of the circumstances surrounding the 
tweets, including their current relevance, the statute of limitations for how long the tweets should 
be considered relevant, the subjective time since the tweets were posted, and how old it feels like 
the public figure was when he posted the tweets (subjective age).  
 Current Relevance. Perceived current relevance was comprised of four 7-point Likert 
items assessing agreement with a series of claims, including whether the past statements in the 
tweets had no bearing on the public figure in the present, whether the statements reflected beliefs 
deeply held by the public figure in the present, how much the past actions of the public figure 
reflected his current character, and the extent to which the public figure is now a different 
person. Our aggregated current relevance variable demonstrated good reliability, α = .85.  
 Statute of Limitations. This variable attempted to capture participants’ intuitions about 
principles of rehabilitation using one other approach. Just as the criminal justice system may 
have a statute of limitations after which certain kinds of crimes can no longer be charged, people 
may have a psychological statute of limitations, or an intuition about how much time would have 
to pass before this transgression should no longer have any bearing on judgment of the public 
figure. Participants indicated how much time would have to pass before the tweets would no 
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longer be relevant for judging the public figure, from 1 (No time would have to pass) to 8 (These 
tweets would always be relevant to judging that person’s character no matter how much time has 
passed). 
 Subjective Time. For our subjective time variable, we used two slider items assessing 
how much time it felt like it had passed since the tweets were posted. The first item ranged from 
0 (Feels very recent) to 100 (Feels very long ago) and the second ranged from 0 (Feels like 
yesterday) to 100 (Feels like ancient history). The aggregated measure of subjective time 
demonstrated good reliability, rSB = .95.  
 Subjective Age. For our subjective age variable, we used two Likert items asking how old 
it felt like the public figure was when he posted the tweets. The first item assessed agreement 
with the statement that “This person was quite young when they made these statements.” while 
the second assessed agreement with “This person was old enough to know better than to make 
these statements.” The two items were aggregated, though the reliability was lower than for other 
measures, rSB = .60. 
 Tweet Evaluation. We additionally included a measure of how participants perceived the 
tweets themselves (independent of time), assessed in a similar manner to our present moral 
character variable discussed above. Tweets were rated on a series of 7 point scales ranging from 
immoral to moral, good to bad,  trivial to important, offensive to inoffensive, and funny to 
unfunny. The first and fourth items of this scale were reversed coded before aggregating, and the 
measure demonstrated good reliability, α = .89. 
Memory Checks. Participants were asked three factual questions about the public figure 
(Mike Davis) and his tweets. In particular, participants were asked what sport the public figure 
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played, how long ago the original statements were made, and how old the public figure was 
when he made the original statements. 
 Attention Check. Two attention check items were included in the survey, in which 
participants had to select strongly agree for one Likert item and strongly disagree for the other to 
show that they were paying attention to the content of the questions. 
Honesty Check. At the end of the survey, participants were asked to indicate whether 
there was any reason we should not use their data in our analyses, whether that be dishonesty on 
their part or some other factor. They were told that it was important for us to identify any 
responses that may not be valid and that this would not affect their compensation for completing 
the survey. An open-ended question followed where participants could explain why they felt 
their data was invalid. 
Results 
 Our main analyses, including the analyses of tweet evaluation, of the judgement 
variables, and of our subjective circumstances variables, were all analyzed using the same 
ANOVA model that including the main effects of targeted race, political leaning, time passed, 
and age at time of tweet, as well as the targeted race × political leaning and time passed × age at 
time of tweet interactions. No additional interactions were included in the model.6  
Regarding time passed and age at time of tweet, we were primarily concerned with the 
main effects that were predicted in our hypotheses. We did not have any predictions for the time 
passed × age at time of tweet interaction, but it was included in order to better clarify the 
 
6 Our decision not to include all potential interactions had a number of advantages and disadvantages. Leaving out 
the higher-order interactions meant that we may have missed potential qualifications to our main results, but we 
may not have had sufficient statistical power to find such interactions to begin with. Leaving out interactions also 
increased the error term, but this is arguably an advantage in that it created a more conservative test of our 
hypotheses. Ultimately we decided to keep to the model described above because it was the same model that was 
preregistered in Studies 2 and 3.  
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relationship between the two variables. We were unsure if the effects of the two factors would 
simply be additive, or if they were mutual dependent and interrelated. Regarding targeted race 
and political leaning, we were primarily concerned with the targeted race × political leaning 
interaction and its simple main effects for conservatives and liberals. The model used for other 
analyses (memory checks, path model) are explained in their respective sections. 
Memory Checks 
Eighty-two percent of participants correctly indicated that Mike Davis was a soccer 
player. To ensure we effectively manipulated how many years passed since Davis posted the 
tweets, we used a between subjects t-test comparing the 2 year and 7 year conditions. As 
intended, participants in the 2 year condition reported significantly less time had passed in years 
(M = 1.2, SD = 1.2; measured in years) than in the 7 year condition (M = 4.8, SD = 2.6), t(632) = 
-3.21, p < .001, d = 1.84. We also compared age conditions for participants’ recall for Davis’ age 
when he posted the tweets.  Participants in the age 16 condition (M = 18.3, SD = 8.2; measured 
in years) reported Mike Davis was significantly younger in years than participants in the age 28 
condition (M = 26.8, SD = 7.5), t(632) = -13.61, p < .001, d = 1.08. 
Tweet Evaluation 
We examined the perceived morality of the tweets in order to get an initial sense of what 
people thought about the statements regardless of the passage of time or characteristics of the 
tweeter.7 The estimated marginal means for these analyses can be found in Table 1.  
There was no main effect of targeted race, F(1, 627) = 0.04, p = .845, ηp
2 < .001. There 
was an effect of political leaning, F(1, 627) = 18.84, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, which was qualified by 
 
7 In all three studies, we reran all of our analyses of the judgement and subjective circumstances variables with tweet 
evaluation as a covariate. This was to determine whether our dependent variables could account for additional 
variance beyond participants initial feelings to the offensive statements themselves. These adjusted analyses did not 
show a consistently different pattern of results from the main analyses reported in this paper without the covariate. 
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an interaction between targeted race and political leaning, F(1, 627) = 15.85, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 
For conservatives, anti-White tweets were seen as worse than anti-Black tweets,  F(1, 627) = 
5.20, p = .02, ηp
2 = .008, while for liberals, anti-Black tweets were seen as worse than anti-White 
tweets, F(1, 627) = 14.02, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 
There was no main effect of time passed, F(1, 627) = 1.35, p = .245, ηp
2 = .002, or age at 
time of tweet, F(1, 627) = 0.54, p = .465, ηp
2 = .001, and no interaction between the two F(1, 
627) = 0.08, p = .778, ηp
2 < .001. 
Main Hypotheses (Judgement Variables) 
 Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Time & Age Factors). Hypotheses 1a and 1b, which predicted 
that judgements would be harsher when the tweets were posted 2 years ago (vs 7) and the public 
figure was 28 (vs 16) years old respectively will be tested by examining the main effects for time 
passed and age at time of tweet, respectively. We tested these hypotheses with each of our 
judgement variables.8 Means for the results of Hypotheses 1a and 1b can be viewed in Table 2. 
Present Judgement. As predicted, participants were more inclined to judge the public 
figure when only 2 years had passed than when 7 years had passed, F(1, 627) = 18.28, p < .001, 
ηp
2 = .03. As well, they were more inclined to judge the public figure when he had been 28 when 
 
8 We also examined the effects of the time passed and age at time of tweet factors on our subjective time and 
subjective age measures. These variables were not included in Hypotheses 1a and 1b in Study 1, but they were in 
our preregistered hypotheses for Study 3, and we wanted to test the analyses for all 3 studies. For subjective time, 
there was a significant main effect of time passed, such that the tweets felt farther away in time when 7 years had 
passed compared to 2, F(1, 626) = 51.38, p < .001, ηp2 = 076. There was also a main effect of age at time of tweet, 
such that the tweets seemed farther away when the public figure had been 16 rather than 28, F(1, 626) = 10.77, p = 
.001, ηp2 = .017. There was no interaction, F(1, 626) = 0.01, p = .923, ηp2 < .001. For subjective age, there was a 
main effect of time passed, such that the public figure felt younger after 7 years compared to 2, F(1, 627) = 12.60, p 
=< .001, ηp2 = .020. There was also a main effect of age at time of tweet, such that the public figure felt younger at 
16 compared to 28, F(1, 627) = 258.34, p < .001, ηp2 = .292. There was no interaction, F(1, 627) = 0.14, p = .711, ηp2 
< .001. 
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he posted the tweets compared to when he had been 16, F(1, 627) = 13.06, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 
There was no interaction between the two variables, F(1, 627) < .001, p = .992, ηp
2 < .001. 
 Present Moral Character. The public figure was seen to be of poorer moral character 
when only 2 years had passed compared to 7 years, F(1, 626) = 13.48, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 
Ratings of present moral character were also poorer when the public figure had been 28 
compared to when he had been 16, F(1, 626) = 17.62, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was no 
interaction, F(1, 626) = 0.80, p = .371, ηp
2 = .001. 
 Employer Punishment. In terms of whether the public figure should be punished by his 
employer, endorsement was higher when only 2 years had passed compared to 7 years, F(1, 627) 
= 10.78, p = .001, ηp
2 = .02. As well, the tweets were seen as more punishable when the public 
figure had been 28 compared to when he had been 16, F(1, 627) = 5.12, p = .02, ηp
2 = .008. 
There was no interaction, F(1, 627) = 0.80, p = .372, ηp
2 = .001. 
 Need for Apology. Contrary to our predictions, the patterns seen above were not found 
for the measure of whether the public figure should apologize. There was a marginal effect of 
time passed, F(1, 627) = 2.73, p = .099, ηp
2 = .004, but no effect of age at time of tweet, F(1, 
627) = 0.39, p = .532, ηp
2 = .001, nor was there an interaction between the two, F(1, 627) = 0.18, 
p = .674, ηp
2 < .001. 
 Need for Resignation. For whether the public figure should resign, there was a 
significant effect of time passed, such that participants were more inclined to say he should 
resign when the tweets were only from 2 years ago rather than 7 years ago, F(1, 624) = 11.84, p 
= .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was not, however, any effect of age at time of tweet, contrary to our 
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predictions, F(1, 624) = 1.85, p = .174, ηp
2 = .003. Again, there was also no interaction, F(1, 624) 
= 0.25, p = .618, ηp
2 < .001. 
Hypotheses 2a & 2b (Race & Politics Factors). Hypotheses 2a and 2b, which predicted 
that conservative participants would judge anti-White tweets more harshly while liberal 
participants would judge anti-Black tweets more harshly, is tested via the targeted race × 
political leaning interaction. We tested this hypothesis across each of our judgement variables. 
Means for the results of Hypotheses 2a and 2b can be viewed in Table 2. 
Present Judgement. For this variable there was no main effect of targeted race, F(1, 627) 
= 0.10, p = .751, ηp
2 < .001, or political leaning, F(1, 627) = 0.35, p = .522, ηp
2 = .001, but as 
predicted, there was a significant interaction between the two, F(1, 627) = 20.91, p < .001, ηp
2 = 
.03. We examined the simple main effects for both conservatives and liberals. As we expected, 
conservatives judged Davis more in the present for anti-White tweets than anti-Black tweets, 
F(1, 627) = 6.57, p = .011, ηp
2 = .01, whereas liberals judged the public figure more for anti-
Black tweets than anti-White tweets, F(1, 627) = 19.22, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. 
Present Moral Character For this measure there was no main effect of targeted race, F(1, 
626) = 2.23, p = .136, ηp
2 = .004. There was also no effect of political leaning,  F(1, 626) = 2.64, 
p = .105, ηp
2 = .004. There was, however, a significant interaction, as expected, F(1, 626) = 
13.07, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. For conservatives, there was no difference between anti-White tweets 
and anti-Black tweets F(1, 626) = 1.64, p = .201, ηp
2 = .003, which was contrary to our 
predictions. But for liberals, the public figure was judged to be of significantly poorer moral 
character when he posted anti-Black tweets than anti-White tweets, which was in line with our 
hypotheses, F(1, 626) = 20.92, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. 
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Employer Punishment. Regarding whether the public figure should be punished by his 
employer, there were no main effects of targeted race, F(1, 627) = 0.30, p = .586, ηp
2 < .001, or 
political leaning, F(1, 627) = 0.87, p = .351, ηp
2 = .001, but there was a significant interaction, 
F(1, 627) = 13.21, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. For conservatives, anti-White tweets were marginally 
more punishable than anti-Black tweets, F(1, 627) = 3.46, p = .063, ηp
2 = .005, while for liberals, 
anti-Black tweets were significantly more punishable than anti-White tweets, F(1, 627) = 14.03, 
p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 
 Need for Apology. The same analysis was conducted for whether the public figure should 
make an apology for the tweets. There was no main effect of targeted race, F(1, 627) = 0.19, p = 
.662, ηp
2 < .001, but there was an effect of political leaning, F(1, 627) = 5.06, p = .025, ηp
2 = 
.008, qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 627) = 7.06, p = .008, ηp
2 = .01. Contrary to our 
predictions, conservatives did not show any differences between anti-White and anti-Black 
tweets, F(1, 627) = 1.79, p = .181, ηp
2 = .003. For liberals, however, anti-Black tweets warranted 
an apology more than anti-White tweets, which was in line with our hypotheses, F(1, 627) = 
7.70, p = .012, ηp
2 = .01. 
 Need for Resignation. Finally, we examined whether the public figure should resign 
from his current position. There was a significant effect of targeted race, F(1, 624) = 4.53, p = 
.034, ηp
2 = .007, but not political leaning, F(1, 624) = 1.22, p = .270, ηp
2 = .002. There was a 
significant interaction, F(1, 624) = 15.13, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. Conservatives showed no 
significant difference between anti-White tweets and anti-Black tweets, contrary to predictions, 
F(1, 624) = 1.13, p = .289, ηp
2 = .002. In line with our predictions, liberals thought that anti-
Black tweets warranted resignation more than anti-White tweets, F(1, 624) = 28.94, p < .001, ηp
2 
= .04. 
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Subjective Circumstances Variables 
Next we looked at our four variables assessing the subjective nature of the circumstances 
surrounding the public figure as his tweets. For these analyses, we use the same ANOVA model 
as with our main hypotheses, with the main effects for targeted race, political leaning, time 
passed, and age at time at tweet included with the targeted race × political leaning and time 
passed × age at time of tweet interactions. However, we are only interested in how the subjective 
circumstances are influenced by targeted race and political leaning, which is what we report in 
this paper. Though we did not have stated hypotheses for this set of variables, we expected a 
similar pattern to the judgement variables, where conservatives would view the circumstances in 
the most incriminating way for anti-White tweets, and liberals would view the circumstances in 
the most incriminating way for anti-Black tweets. Estimated marginal means for these analyses 
can be found in Table 3.  
Current Relevance. We begin with our measure of current relevance. There was no 
main effect of targeted race, F(1, 627) = 1.00, p = .316, ηp
2 = .002, or political leaning, F(1, 627) 
= 0.08, p = .774, ηp
2 < .001, but there was a significant interaction between the two, F(1, 627) = 
23.49, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. As we predicted, for conservatives anti-White tweets seemed more 
relevant than anti-Black tweets, F(1, 627) = 12.42, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, while for liberals, anti-
Black tweets seemed more relevant than anti-White tweets, F(1, 627) = 11.88, p = .001, ηp
2 = 
.02. 
Statute of Limitations. Next we look at the statute of limitations for how long the public 
figure should continue to be judged for the tweets. There was a main effect of targeted race, F(1, 
627) = 5.97, p = .015, ηp
2 = .01, as well as political leaning, F(1, 627) = 8.50, p = .004, ηp
2 = .01. 
Both of these effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 627) = 12.23, p = .001, ηp
2 
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= .02. For conservatives, anti-White tweets needed more time to pass than anti-Black tweets, 
F(1, 627) = 12.81, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. For liberals, inconsistent with previous patterns, there was 
no effect, F(1, 627) = 0.89, p = .345, ηp
2 = .001. 
Subjective Time. Next we looked at subjective time, the length of time it felt like it had 
been since the tweets were posted. There was no main effect of targeted race, F(1, 627) = 2.50, p 
= .115, ηp
2 = .004, but there was a main effect of political leaning, F(1, 627) = 6.79, p = .009, ηp
2 
= .01. This effect was qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 627) = 15.44, p < .001, ηp
2 = 
.02. For conservatives, anti-White tweets felt closer in time compared to anti-Black tweets, F(1, 
627) = 11.03, p = .001, ηp
2 = .02, while for liberals, anti-Black tweets felt closer in time, F(1, 
627) = 4.43, p = .036, ηp
2 = .01. 
Subjective Age. For subjective age, there was a marginal effect of targeted race, F(1, 
627) = 2.73, p = .099, ηp
2 = .004. There was no main effect of political leaning, F(1, 627) = 
50.44, p = .510, ηp
2 = .001, but there was a significant interaction between targeted race and 
political leaning, F(1, 627) = 19.03, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. For conservatives, the public figure felt 
older when he posted anti-White tweets than when he posted anti-Black tweets, F(1, 627) = 
13.13, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. For liberals, the public figure felt older in the case of anti-Black tweets 
than in the case of anti-White tweets, F(1, 627) = 5.91, p = .015, ηp
2 = .01. 
Path Analysis 
We expected that the interaction between political leaning and targeted race would 
predict subjective time, which would in turn predict current relevance, which would in turn 
predict present judgement, which would in turn predict employer punishment. We conducted a 
test of this relationship by conducting a moderated mediation, using a custom model in 
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PROCESS (Hayes, 2017), conducted with 5,000 bootstrap samples. Targeted race was entered as 
our predictor variable, political leaning as our moderator, subjective time as our first mediator,9 
current relevance as our second mediator, present judgement as our third mediator, and employer 
punishment as our outcome variable. The full model is present in Figure 1. We found that the 
interaction between political leaning and targeted race predicted subjective time (a = -0.62, 
t(629) = -3.63, p < .001), which in turn predicted current relevance (b = -0.55, t(630) = -16.62, p 
< .001), which in turn predicted present judgement (c = 0.80, t(629) = 26.99, p < .001), which in 
turn predicted employer punishment (d = 0.61, t(626) = 12.48, p < .001). Bias-corrected 
bootstrapping indicated that our index of moderated mediation was significant (index = 0.17, 
95% CI = 0.07, 0.28). We also examined the conditional indirect effects. For conservative 
participants, there was a significant indirect effect of targeted race (effect = -0.12, 95% CI = -
0.20, -0.04), such that anti-White tweets were seen as more recent, therefore more relevant, 
therefore more deserving of judgement, and therefore more deserving of punishment. There was 
no indirect effect for liberal participants (effect = 0.05, 95% CI = -0.001, 0.10). 
Discussion 
Main Hypotheses (Judgement Variables) 
 Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Time & Age Factors). Study 1 provided consistent support for 
our prediction that people would track both the passage of time and the age of the transgressor 
(at the time) when making judgements about people who have posted offensive statements online 
 
9 An identical model was tested with subjective age as the first mediator in the place of subjective time. We wanted 
to see if motivated shifts in perception of the public figure’s age would in turn predict downstream judgement and 
punishment. We found that the interaction between political leaning and targeted race predicted subjective age (a = 
0.51, t(630) = 2.96, p = .003), which in turn predicted current relevance (b = 0.56, t(631) = 17.16, p < .001), which 
in turn predicted present judgement (c = 0.82, t(630) = 27.2, p < .001), which in turn predicted employer punishment 
(d = 0.60, t(627) = 12.31, p < .001). The index of moderated mediation was significant (index = 0.14, 95% CI =0.05, 
0.25). For conservative participants, there was a significant indirect effect of targeted race (effect = -0.09, 95% CI = 
-0.17, -0.02), while for liberal participants, there was no indirect effect (effect = 0.05, 95% CI = -0.003, 0.11). 
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sometime in their past. The only variable that did not show any effect of time passed or age at 
time of tweet was the need for apology. This may have to do with the fact that an apology was 
desirable in all scenarios, and therefore required much less scrutiny than more drastic measures 
such as the public figure being fired by his employer. It does not cost the public figure very 
much to apologize, so why should he not do it? Indeed, the average level of support for the need 
to apologize was rather high overall, though there was still some variation (M = 5.6, SD = 1.8). 
But it is plausible that the need for apology was one case where participants did not need to 
consider as much when making their decision. Apology generally reflects regret over a past 
action (which may not diminish with time) without speaking to its implications for present 
character and consequences. In contrast, when it came to the more substantial questions about the 
public figure’s moral character and whether he should lose his job, time and age do appear to 
have been important factors. 
 Hypotheses 2a & 2b (Race & Politics Factors). The first study also provided some 
support to the claim that people’s reactions to offensive statements would be dependent on their 
political leaning and the race that was targeted. As predicted, liberals saw anti-Black racism 
(compared to anti-White racism) as more serious, evoking more judgement and calling for 
greater repercussions. Conservatives, by contrast, saw anti-White racism as more serious, 
evoking more judgement and calling for greater consequences in that condition. Although the 
pattern was not consistent for conservatives, it was at least significant for the present judgement 
variable, indicating that they are inclined to judge someone more for past anti-White statements 
than past anti-Black statements. Given the relatively small number of conservatives in the sample 
(n = 196), it is possible that we did not have sufficient power to test this effect for conservatives 
across all variables. 
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Subjective Circumstances Variables 
 Our results for the subjective circumstances variables suggest that people are also 
inclined to shift their perception of the situation in general in order to suit their political 
inclinations. The pattern was even clearer than that of the judgement variables, showing a 
consistent pattern on both sides of the political spectrum. For liberals, anti-Black tweets didn’t 
just look worse than anti-White tweets, they felt more relevant, they felt like they should stay 
relevant for longer, they felt closer in time, and the person who posted them felt subjectively 
older. For conservatives, anti-White tweets were not just worse, but they were more relevant, 
would stay relevant for longer, were closer in time, and were posted by someone who felt older. 
These findings illustrate that people do not simply view one offensive statement as worse than 
the other, but that they will undergo motivated shifts to alter the situation in a way that suits their 
judgements. 
 Conservatives may have shown a more consistent pattern of results for the subjective 
circumstances variables (relative to the judgment variables) due to their indirect nature. Due to 
the history and contemporary issues with anti-Black racism, it may be seen as less socially 
desirable to downplay its severity. Conservatives would then give the same responses for anti-
Black and anti-White racism when it came to the judgement variables, which were more overt, 
and only downplay anti-Black racism or emphasize anti-White racism in a covert manner 
through their perception of the surrounding circumstances. 
Path Analysis 
 The moderated mediation analyses provided support for our model in which the race 
targeted by the statements was perceived differently depending on one’s political leaning, which 
predicted how close in time the statements felt to the present, which in turn predicted how 
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relevant the statements felt, which predicted how much the public figure should be judged in the 
present, which predicted how much they should be punished by their employer. This path model 
illustrates the relationship between people’s political standing, their subjective perception of the 
aspects of the situation that might determine how to weight a past tweet in the present, and their 
ultimate judgement of the public figure in question. The same mediation process occurred via 
subjective age – seeing the target as younger made the offense seem less relevant, less worthy of 
being judged in the present, and less worthy of punishment. When people encounter past 
offensive statements made by a public figure, multiple processes take place, all of which appear 
to be interrelated. This shows that what we are looking at is more than just a difference in the 
judgement of how serious an offense has been committed – people shift their very sense of the 
timing and age of the offender in ways that support a harsher or more lenient judgment and 
penalty.  
 When it came to the conditional indirect effects, it is noteworthy that in this study a 
significant effect was found for conservatives and not for liberals. This is interesting in the 
context of our previously described results, where conservatives showed an inconsistent effect of 
targeted race for the judgement variables but a consistent effect for the subjective circumstances 
variables. The results for the conditional indirect effects may reflect the fact that conservatives 
might differ between anti-Black and anti-White tweets in a more covert way, where the 
surrounding context must be shifted in order to say that anti-White tweets are worse. However, 
given the confidence intervals close to 0 (and, as later will become evident,  the divergent results 
in subsequent studies), we advise against placing too much weight on this speculation. 
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We should also acknowledge the limits of mediation models in this context. Most of the 
relationships are correlational and theorized directionality cannot be established. It is likely that 
many of these variables are bidirectional and influence each other in a variety of ways. 
Study 2 
 The goal of our second study was primarily to replicate the pattern of results uncovered 
in Study 1. As such, the design and measurement was largely kept the same. However, we also 
wanted to address a key limitation of the sample used in Study 1. Although the offensive tweets 
disparaged both White people and Black people (depending on the condition), our participants 
were predominantly White. Given that targets of racism may react differently from neutral 
observers, and that racism against Black people (rather than White people) has a much deeper 
and more traumatic history in the United States, we cannot assume that a sample of Black 
participants would react in the same ways as our sample in Study 1. In the US, race is correlated 
with political orientation so we expected that Black participants may respond in a way fairly 
similar to liberals. However, we cannot assume that effects of race will be identical to politics. 
For this reason, Study 2 recruited equal samples of Black and White participants. Our original 
preregistered analyses planned to analyze these samples separately for all of our main 
hypotheses, but the small number of conservatives in the Black sample in particular made us 
decide that it would be best to analyze both together as one combined dataset. The combined 
sample still provided the advantage of having a large number of Black (as well as White) 
participants. Our hypotheses are otherwise unchanged from Study 1, only this time included as 
part of our preregistration for the new study. 
Hypothesis 1a. Participants will judge the public figure more harshly for the 
tweets when they occurred 2 years ago rather than 7 years ago. This will apply for 
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measures of present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, 
need for apology, and need for resignation. 
Hypothesis 1b. Participants will judge the public figure more harshly for the 
tweets when he was 28 rather than 16. This will apply for measures of present 
judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, need for apology, and 
need for resignation. 
Hypothesis 2a. Liberal participants will judge the public figure more harshly for 
anti-Black tweets compared to anti-White tweets. This will apply for measures of 
present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, need for 
apology, and need for resignation. 
Hypothesis 2b. Conservative participants will judge the public figure more 
harshly for anti-White tweets compared to anti-Black tweets. This will apply for 
measures of present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, 
need for apology, and need for resignation. 
 Note that although we neglected to preregister the predictions for subjective 
circumstances, the logic of including these items and expected patterns for subjective time, 
subjective age, relevance and statute of limitations is identical to Study 1 results. However 
results can be treated more cautiously given the lack of preregistration. This issue is later 
rectified in Study 3. 
Materials and Methods 
Participants 
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Recruitment. As in Study 1, United States citizens self-selected in the study through 
TurkPrime and were told that they would be participating in a study on public figures’ past 
statements. To match current rates, participants were compensated $2.00 USD. Recruitment 
strategy involved recruiting two samples of equal size – one sample of White participants and 
one of Black participants based on preselection data collected by TurkPrime. Both groups were 
recruited in January of 2020, responded to the same Qualtrics survey, and were part of the same 
overall sample. From this point on, the White sample will refer to all participants who identified 
themselves in the survey as White, and the Black sample will refer to all participants who 
identified as Black.  See Appendix A for recruitment form. 
 White Sample. According to G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) 351 participants were required 
to detect a two-way interaction with a small to medium effect size (f = .15, or ηp
2 = 0.02) with 
80% power and α = 0.05. An additional 15% was added to this number to account for exclusions. 
This meant we aimed to recruit about 400 participants for this sample (as well as the Black 
sample). Overall, 396 participants identified as White. Several participants were then excluded 
on the basis of planned exclusion criteria. An attention check item was included, in which 
participants had to select strongly disagree to one item. Fifteen participants failed the attention 
check. Also included was an effort check, consisting of an open-ended question in which 
participants were asked to explain their reasoning when judging the public figure and his tweets. 
Thirty-nine participants failed this check by either writing nonsense or unrelated content, or 
writing nothing at all. The same honesty check was included as in Study 1, with 14 participants 
indicating that we should not use their data. Finally, only liberals and conservatives were 
included in the analyses (based on the same political leaning item as in Study 1), with 69 
centrists removed from the sample. The final White sample after exclusions included 290 
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participants, composed of 169 females, 120 males, and 1 other. Because we were focused on pre-
selecting on race, we did not pre-select on political orientation. As an (unanticipated) result, 
numbers were markedly imbalanced on political orientation, much like in Study 1. In the White 
sample, there were over twice as many liberals (n = 209) as conservatives (n = 81).  The age of 
this sample ranged from 18 to 81 (M = 40.8, SD = 13.6). 
 Black Sample. The desired size of this sample was determined using the same power 
analysis deployed for the White sample. This meant we were aiming for 400 participants. 
Overall, 410 participants identified as Black. Several participants were then excluded on the 
basis of the same criteria as in the White sample. Thirty participants failed the attention check, 
sixty-one failed the effort check, 35 indicated in the honesty check that we should not use their 
data, and 85 were removed for leaning neither liberal nor conservative. The final sample 
included 264 participants, composed of 156 females, 107 males, and 1 other. Even more 
dramatically than in the White sample, there was only a small minority of conservatives in this 
sample (n = 48) compared to a majority of 216 liberals. The age of this sample ranged from 18 to 
77 (M = 37.2, SD = 11.8). 
Combined Sample. Our original intention was to analyze the White and the Black 
samples separately, but our small number of participants and imbalance in political orientation in 
each sample was a cause for concern. Not only were the samples smaller than what G*Power had 
called for in order to detect a small to medium effect (f = .15, or ηp
2 = 0.02), but the small 
number of conservatives, especially in the Black sample, suggested that we might not have the 
numbers to consider political leaning in a meaningful way. For this reason, we combined our 
Black and White samples and analyzed the data together with participant race as a factor in our 
ANOVAs (see results section below for more detail). The final combined sample included 554 
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participants, with 325 females, 227 males, and 2 others. As in the separate samples, 290 
identified as White, and 264 as Black. Though overall we had a larger number of conservatives 
in this sample (n = 129), it was still quite skewed towards liberals (n = 425). The age of this 
sample ranged from 18 to 80 (M = 39.1 SD = 12.9). According to G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) 
this combined sample gave us the power to detect an effect size of f = 0.12 (ηp
2 = 0.01) with 80% 
power and α = 0.05. 
Procedure 
 As in Study 1, participants completed an online survey on Qualtrics (Qualtrics, 2018). 
See Appendices B, C, and D for the consent form, full survey, and debriefing form respectively. 
 Demographics. The same demographics measures were included as in Study 1. This 
included age, gender, ethnicity, political leaning, preferred political party, and a slider measure 
indicating one’s place on the political spectrum from liberal to conservative.  
 Manipulation. The same four tweets were used as in Study 1 (see Appendix C). As well, 
the same three independent variables (time passed, age at time of tweet, targeted race) were 
manipulated in the exact same way. Unlike Study 1 which collected the samples for the anti-
Black tweet and anti-White tweet conditions at different times, targeted race was randomly 
assigned to participants within both the Black and White samples. 
 Judgement Variables. The main variables of interest were the same as in Study 1. This 
included present judgement, which showed an acceptable reliability between its two items, rSB = 
.69. The four-item scale of Davis’s present moral character demonstrated good reliability, α = 
.92. The two-item scale of employer punishment showed good reliability, rSB = .90. By contrast, 
the items asking if the public figure should make amends by apologizing or resigning showed a 
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lower reliability, rSB = .58, and were once again treated as separate dependent variables (need for 
apology and need for resignation). 
Subjective Circumstances Variables. For the most part, the same subjective 
circumstances variables were included as in Study 1, so only the relevant changes will be 
reported here. The four item current relevance measure demonstrated good reliability, α = .85.  
Instead of a Likert scale, the statute of limitations variable was assessed using two open-ended 
items where participants could indicate a number of months and a number of years respectively. 
The years were then converted to months, and the aggregate of the two items indicated how 
much time would have to pass until the tweets were no longer relevant for judging Mike Davis. 
To limit the scores to be in the range of what is realistically possible, the data was winsorized so 
that responses greater than 100 years were set to be equal to 100 years. In addition, only one 
slider item was used to measure subjective time, running from Feels very recent to Feels very 
long ago. The subjective age measure included the same two items as before (“This person was 
quite young when they made these statements” and “This person was old enough to know better 
than to make these statements”) which demonstrated sufficient reliability together, rSB = .69. 
 Tweet Evaluation. The same five-item measure of tweet evaluation from Study 1 was 
used, demonstrating good reliability, α = .73. 
 Changing Judgements. We asked participants what factors would change their 
judgement of the public figure’s current character, with a scale ranging from -2 (I would judge 
them much more harshly) to 0 (It would have no effect) to 2 (I would judge them much more 
charitably). The items included factors such as if the public figure apologized before or after the 
tweets were discovered, if he took part in anti-discrimination causes, if he admitted his past 
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mistakes, if he framed the tweets as harmless jokes, if he emphasized the different social norms 
at the time, and if he had shamed others for similar behaviour.  
Memory Checks. The same three factual questions were asked as in Study 1, asking 
what sport the public figure played, how long ago the statements were made, how old the public 
figure was when he posted them.  
Attention and Effort Checks. An item was included where participants were asked to 
choose strongly disagree in order to show that they were paying attention. As well, after 
responding to the dependent measure, participants were asked to indicate in an open-ended 
question what factors they took into account when making judgements about Davis and the 
tweets. Participants that did not answer strongly disagree to the attention check or who wrote 
nothing or nonsense for the effort check were excluded from analyses. 
Honesty Check. The same honesty check item was included as in Study 1, followed by 
an open-ended question where participants could explain why they didn’t believe we should use 
their data. 
Results 
As stated above, our original intention was to analyze the White and Black samples 
separately, using the exact same ANOVA models used in Study 1 (which included targeted race, 
political leaning, time passed, and age at time of tweet). However, after collecting our data, it 
became clear that we would not have the statistical power to run these analyses. The reason for 
this was small number of self-identified conservatives. Recall in the White sample 81 out of 290 
identified as conservative, while in the Black sample only 38 out of 264 identified as 
conservative. For this reason, both samples were combined such that only participants who 
claimed to have no political leaning (centrists) and those who identified as an ethnicity other than 
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Black or White were not included. (The regular exclusion criteria still applied.) The final sample 
included 554 participants.  
The analyses for the manipulation checks, main hypotheses, and exploratory tests were 
still conducted with the same models as in Study 1 (which include all main effects in addition to 
the targeted race × political leaning and time passed × age at time of tweet interactions), but the 
race of the participant (Black vs White) was included as an additional independent factor. The 
two and three-way interactions between this variable, targeted race, and political leaning were all 
included as well, reported in footnotes. Our primary concern was that the targeted race × political 
leaning interaction that underlies Hypotheses 2a & 2b would be different depending on 
participant race, and including the participant race × targeted race × political leaning interaction 
allowed us to test this possibility. Including both participant race and political leaning in the 
same model was also helpful to address potential confounding between the two variables (due to 
most Black participants being liberal), though it also meant a more conservative test of the main 
effects of each. 
After our main analyses, we also include an investigation of the participant race × 
targeted race × time passed and participant race × targeted race × age at time of tweet. This 
additional analysis allowed us to examine if the effect of time passed and age at time of tweet 
was dependent on our race variables. 
Memory Checks 
 Again the memory checks were analyzed to ensure participants accurately recalled the 
information given to them. Eighty-four percent of participants correctly recalled that the public 
figure was a soccer player. As in Study 1, t-tests were run to determine whether we had 
effectively manipulated the time passed and age at time of tweet variables. Both manipulations 
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were successful. Participants in the 2 year condition reported significantly less time had passed 
in years (M = 2.7, SD = 6.1) than in the 7 year condition (M = 6.8, SD = 5.8), t(645) = -8.18, p < 
.001, d = 0.69. As well, participants in the age 16 condition (M = 17.2, SD = 6.2) reported that 
the public figure was significantly younger in years than participants in the age 28 condition (M 
= 27.6, SD = 10.7), t(551) = -14.07, p < .001, d = 1.20.  
Tweet Evaluation 
As in Study 1, we start by looking at the participant’s perceptions of the morality of the 
tweets themselves. The estimated marginal means can be found in Table 4. 
There was a main effect of targeted race, F(1, 542) = 17.56, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There 
was no main effect of political leaning, F(1, 542) = 2.08, p = .150, ηp
2 = .004, but there was a 
significant interaction between targeted race and political leaning, F(1, 542) = 9.14, p = .003, ηp
2 
= .02. For conservatives, there was no simple main effect of targeted race, F(1, 542) = 0.44, p = 
.506, ηp
2 = .001, while for liberals, anti-Black tweets were seen as worse than anti-White tweets, 
F(1, 542) = 58.76, p < .001, ηp
2 = .10. These findings were not qualified by a significant three-
way interaction with participant race.10  
 
10 In addition to the factors included in Study 1, participant race was also examined in full. It is important to note 
that no hypotheses were made for any of the related main effects or interactions. There was no main effect of 
participant race, F(1, 542) = 0.67, p = .415, ηp2 = .001, and only a marginal interaction between participant race and 
political leaning, F(1, 542) = 2.73, p = .099, ηp2 = .005. There was, however, a significant interaction between 
participant race and targeted race, F(1, 542) = 58.76, p < .001, ηp2 = .10. There was no simple main effect for White 
participants, F(1, 542) = 2.63, p = .105, ηp2 = .005, but there was for Black participants, such that anti-Black tweets 
were seen as worse, F(1, 542) = 16.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .03. The interaction between participant race, targeted race, 
and political leaning, was marginal, F(1, 542) = 3.74, p = .054, ηp2 = .01. 
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There was no main effect of time passed, F(1, 542) = 0.56, p = .453, ηp
2 = .001, or age at 
time of tweet, F(1, 542) = 0.005, p = .941, ηp
2 < .001, and there was no interaction between the 
two, F(1, 542) = 0.06, p = .808, ηp
2 < .001. 
Main Hypotheses (Judgement Variables) 
Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Time & Age Factors). Hypotheses 1a and 1b, which predicted 
that judgements would be harsher when the tweets were posted 2 years ago (vs 7) and the public 
figure was 28 (vs 16) years old respectively was tested by examining the main effects for time 
passed and age at time of tweet, respectively. We tested these hypotheses with each of our 
judgement variables.11 Means for the results of Hypotheses 1a and 1b can be viewed in Table 5. 
Present Judgement. As we predicted, participants were more inclined to judge Davis 
when only 2 years had passed compared to when 7 years had passed, F(1, 543) = 17.44, p < .001, 
ηp
2 = .03. Also in line with our hypotheses, participants were more inclined to judge Davis when 
he had been 28 when he posted the tweets compared to when he had been 16, F(1, 543) = 17.30, 
p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was no interaction between the two variables, F(1, 543) = 1.21, p = 
.272, ηp
2 = .002. 
 
11 We also examined the effects of the time passed and age at time of tweet factors on our subjective time and 
subjective age measures. These variables were not included in our preregistered Hypotheses 1a and 1b in Study 2, 
but they were in our preregistered hypotheses for Study 3, and we wanted to test the analyses for all 3 studies. For 
subjective time, there was a significant main effect of time passed, such that the tweets felt farther away in time 
when 7 years had passed compared to 2, F(1, 542) = 63.10, p < .001, ηp2 = .10. There was also a main effect of age 
at time of tweet, such that the tweets seemed farther away when the public figure had been 16 rather than 28, F(1, 
542) = 18.12, p < .001, ηp2 = .03. There was no interaction, F(1, 542) = 1.92, p = .166, ηp2 = .004. For subjective age, 
there was a main effect of time passed, such that the public figure felt younger after 7 years compared to 2, F(1, 543) 
= 7.29, p = .007, ηp2 = .01. There was also a main effect of age at time of tweet, such that the public figure felt 
younger at 16 compared to 28, F(1, 543) = 254.61, p < .001, ηp2 = .32. There was no interaction, F(1, 543) = 0.32, p 
= .569, ηp2 = .001. 
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 Present Moral Character. In terms of the four-item measure of moral character, Davis 
was seen as marginally more immoral in the present when only 2 years had passed compared to 7 
years, F(1, 439) = 3.00, p = .084, ηp
2 = .01. There was also an effect of age, such that Davis was 
rated as more immoral when he had been 28 than when he had been 16, F(1, 539) = 7.26, p = 
.007, ηp
2 = .01. There was no interaction, F(1, 539) = 1.58, p = .210, ηp
2 = .003. 
 Employer Punishment. Participants endorsed punishment by employer more when the 
tweets were only 2 years old compared to 7 years F(1, 543) = 11.65, p = .001, ηp
2 = .021. They 
also saw punishment as more fitting when Davis had been 28 than when he’d been 16, F(1, 543) 
= 17.70, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. Again there was no interaction, F(1, 543) = 0.01, p = .910, ηp
2 < 
.001. 
 Need for Apology. Regarding whether Davis should apologize for the tweets, there were 
no main effects of time passed, F(1, 541) = 1.84, p = .176, ηp
2 = .003, age at time of tweet, F(1, 
541) = 0.39, p = .530, ηp
2 = .001, or any interaction, F(1, 541) = 0.26, p = .606, ηp
2 < .001. 
 Need for Resignation. Endorsement of resignation was stronger when only 2 years had 
passed compared to when it had been 7 years, F(1, 542) = 9.24, p = .002, ηp
2 = .02. As well, 
participants were more inclined to say Davis should resign when he had been 28 when he posted 
the tweets compared to when he had been 16, F(1, 542) = 4.19, p = .041, ηp
2 = .01. Once more, 
there was no interaction, F(1, 542) = 0.64, p = .422, ηp
2 = .001. 
Hypotheses 2a & 2b (Race & Politics Factors). Hypotheses 2a and 2b, which predicted 
that conservative participants would judge anti-White tweets more harshly while liberal 
participants would judge anti-Black tweets more harshly, is tested via the targeted race × 
political leaning interaction. We tested this hypothesis across each of our judgement variables. In 
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Study 2 we also examined the main effect of participant race and any interactions with our 
targeted race and political leaning factors. These analyses are not part of the main hypotheses 
and are therefore included in footnotes. Means for the results of Hypotheses 1a and 1b can be 
viewed in Table 5. 
Present Judgement. Regarding how much Davis should be judged in the present, there 
was a main effect of targeted race, F(1, 543) = 13.08, p < .001, ηp
2 < .02, but no effect of 
political leaning, F(1, 543) = 1.64, p = .200, ηp
2 =.003. As expected, there was an interaction 
between the two factors, F(1, 543) = 11.36, p = .001, ηp
2 = .02. For conservatives, there was no 
difference between anti-White tweets and anti-Black tweets, which was not in line with our 
predictions, F(1, 543) = .02, p = .886, ηp
2 < .001. For liberals however, just as we expected, the 
public figure was judged more for anti-Black tweets than for anti-White tweets, F(1, 543) = 
55.21, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. These findings were not qualified by a three-way interaction with 
participant race.12 
 Present Moral Character. When it came to the public figure’s moral character in the 
present, there was a significant effect of targeted race, F(1, 539) = 11.59, p = .001, ηp
2 = .02, but 
no main effect of political leaning, F(1, 539) = 1.48, p = .2224, ηp
2 = .003. This main effect was 
qualified by a significant interaction between the two factors, F(1, 539) = 9.11, p = .003, ηp
2 = 
.02. For conservatives, there was no difference between anti-White and anti-Black tweets, F(1, 
 
12  There was however a main effect of participant race, F(1, 543) = 9.49, p = .002, ηp2 = .02, such that Black 
participants were more inclined to say that Davis should still be judged. As well, there was a significant interaction 
between participant race and the targeted race, F(1, 543) = 11.16, p = .001, ηp2 = .02. Black participants were more 
likely to judge Davis for anti-Black tweets than anti-White tweets, F(1, 543) = 20.18, p < .001, ηp2 = .04, while 
White participants did not see any difference, F(1, 543) = 0.05, p = .830, ηp2 < .001. There was no interaction 
between participant race and political leaning, F(1, 543) = 0.16, p = .160, ηp2 = .004, or any three-way interaction, 
F(1, 543) = 0.04, p = .845, ηp2 < .001. 
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539) = 0.05, p = .824, ηp
2 < .001. For liberals, anti-Black tweets made Davis look worse than 
anti-White tweets, F(1, 539) = 46.28, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08. These findings were not qualified by a 
three-way interaction with participant race.13 
 Employer Punishment. Regarding whether Davis should be punished by his employer, 
there was an effect of targeted race, F(1, 543) = 12.10, p = .001, ηp
2 < .02, while there was no 
significant effect of political leaning, F(1, 543) = 0.08, p = .777, ηp
2 < .001. As well, there was a 
significant interaction, F(1, 543) = 9.63, p = .002, ηp
2 = .01. For conservatives, there was no 
difference between anti-White tweets and anti-Black tweets, F(1, 543) = 0.05, p = .828, ηp
2 < 
.001. For liberals, anti-Black tweets were marginally more punishable than anti-White tweets, 
F(1, 543) = 48.99, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08. These findings were not qualified by a three-way 
interaction with participant race.14 
 Need for Apology. Here there was again a main effect of targeted race, F(1, 543) = 4.26, 
p = .040, ηp
2 = .01, and also a main effect of political leaning, F(1, 543) = 4.34, p = .038, ηp
2 = 
 
13 The moral character measure did show a main effect of participant race, F(1, 539) = 8.17, p = .004, ηp2 = .02, with 
Black participants giving harsher evaluations. In addition, there was a significant interaction between participant 
race and targeted race, F(1, 539) = 17.42, p < .001, ηp2 = .03. For Black participants, anti-Black tweets looked worse 
than anti-White tweets, F(1, 539) = 23.94, p < .001, ηp2 = .043, while for White participants, there was no difference 
between anti-Black and anti-White tweets, F(1, 539) = 0.37, p = .542, ηp2 = .001. Participant race did not interact 
with political leaning, F(1, 539) = 2.06, p = 0.15, ηp2 = .004, and there was no three-way interaction, F(1, 539) = 
1.72, p = .191, ηp2 = .003. Again, note that none of these effects and interactions were part of the main hypotheses. 
 
14 There was however a significant main effect of participant race, F(1, 543) = 18.92, p < .001, ηp2 = .03, such that 
Black participants gave harsher judgements. There was a significant interaction between participant race and 
targeted race F(1, 543) = 13.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .02. For Black participants, anti-Black tweets were worse than anti-
White tweets, F(1, 543) = 21.43, p < .001, ηp2 = .04, while for White participants no difference was found, F(1, 543) 
= 0.03, p = .865, ηp2 < .001. This dependent variable also showed an interaction between participant race and 
political leaning, F(1, 543) = 5.78, p = .017, ηp2 = .01. For Black participants, there was no significant difference in 
responses between conservatives and liberals, F(1, 543)  = 1.88, p = .171, ηp2 = .003, while for White participants, 
liberals saw the tweets as more punishable than conservatives, F(1, 543) = 4.51, p = .034, ηp2 = .01. There was no 
three-way interaction, F(1, 542) = 0.21, p = .647, ηp2 < .001. 
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.01. These effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 543) = 6.93, p = .009, ηp
2 = 
.01. For conservatives, there was no difference between anti-White tweets and anti-Black tweets, 
F(1, 543) = 0.10, p = .102, ηp
2 = .01, while for liberals, Black tweets warranted an apology more 
than White tweets, F(1, 543) = 24.86, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. These findings were not qualified by a 
three-way interaction with participant race.15 
 Need for Resignation. Whether the public figure should resign over the tweets was 
affected by main effects of targeted race, F(1, 542) = 9.36, p = .002, ηp
2 = .02, but not political 
leaning, F(1, 542) = 0.13, p = .717, ηp
2 < .001.  There was a significant interaction, F(1, 542) = 
9.38, p = .002, ηp
2 = .02.  For conservatives, there was no difference between anti-White tweets 
and anti-Black tweets, F(1, 542) < .001, p = .999, ηp
2 < .001. For liberals, anti-Black tweets 
called for resignation significantly more than anti-White tweets, F(1, 542) = 42.80 , p < .001, ηp
2 
= .07. Again there was no three-way interaction with participant race.16 
Subjective Circumstances Variables 
Next we looked at our four variables assessing the subjective nature of the circumstances 
surrounding the public figure’s tweets. Here we use the same model as for the main hypotheses, 
 
15 There was a main effect of participant race as well, F(1, 541) = 7.98, p = .005, ηp2 = .015, with Black participants 
more inclined to demand an apology. There was no interaction between participant race and targeted race, F(1, 541) 
= 2.56, p = .110, ηp2 = .005, but there was an interaction between participant race and political leaning, F(1, 541) = 
7.62, p = .006, ηp2 = .01. For Black participants, there was no difference between conservatives and liberals, F(1, 
541) = 0.19, p = .660, ηp2 < .001, while for White participants liberals were more inclined to demand an apology 
than conservatives, F(1, 541) = 14.65, p < .001, ηp2 = .03. There was no three-way interaction, F(1, 541) = 0.95, p = 
.330, ηp2 = .002. 
 
16 This dependent variable did show a main effect of participant race, F(1, 542) = 10.29, p = .001, ηp2 = .02, such that 
Black participants were more inclined to think Davis should resign. There was a marginal interaction between 
participant race and targeted race, F(1, 542) = 3.51, p = .062, ηp2 = .01. For Black participants, anti-Black tweets 
were significantly worse than anti-White tweets, F(1, 542) = 10.07, p = .002, ηp2 = .02, while White participants did 
not show any difference, F(1, 542) = 0.88, p = .348, ηp2 = .002. There was also a marginal interaction between 
participant race and political leaning, F(1, 542) = 2.96, p = .086, ηp2 = .005. Here, the simple effect of political 
leaning was not significant for Black participants, F(1, 542) = 1.80, p = .180, ηp2 = .003, or White participants, F(1, 
542) = 1.17, p = .280, ηp2 = .003. There was no three-way interaction, F(1, 542) = 2.52, p = .113, ηp2 = .005. 
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but again we will only report effects of targeted race and political leaning (as well as participant 
race). Once again we did not have stated hypotheses for this set of variables, but we did expect 
that conservatives would view the circumstances in the most incriminating way for anti-White 
tweets, and liberals would view the circumstances in the most incriminating way for anti-Black 
tweets.  Estimated marginal means for these analyses can be found in Table 6.  
Current Relevance. The measure of current relevance showed a main effect of targeted 
race, F(1, 543) = 18.25, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. As well, there was a marginal effect of political 
leaning, F(1, 543) = 2.97, p = .085, ηp
2 = .005. As predicted, these main effects were qualified by 
a significant targeted race by political leaning interaction, F(1, 543) = 6.24, p = .013, ηp
2 = .01. 
While contrary to our hypotheses there was no simple main effect for conservatives, F(1, 543) = 
1.02, p = .314, ηp
2 = .002, liberals did see anti-Black tweets as more relevant than anti-White 
tweets, F(1, 543) = 51.85, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. These findings were not qualified by a three-way 
interaction.17 
Statute of Limitations. Here there was a marginal effect of targeted race, F(1, 517) = 
3.80, p = .052, ηp
2 = .01, such that the statue was longer for anti-Black tweets. There was no 
effect of political leaning, F(1, 517) = 2.15, p = .143, ηp
2 = .004. Contrary to our predictions, 
 
17 There was, however, a main effect of participant race, such that Black participants believed the tweets to be more 
relevant, F(1, 543) = 8.52, p = .004, ηp2 = .02. There was no interaction between participant race and political 
leaning, F(1, 543) = 2.57, p = .019, ηp2 = .005. There was an interaction between participant race and targeted race, 
F(1, 543) = 18.05, p < .001, ηp2 = .03. While White participants did not show a simple main effect, F(1, 543) < .001, 
p = .988, ηp2 < .001, Black participants saw the anti-Black tweets as more relevant than anti-White tweets, F(1, 543) 
= 30.26, p < .001, ηp2 = .05. There was no three-way interaction, F(1, 543) = 0.87, p = .351, ηp2 = .002. 
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there was no interaction between targeted race and political leaning, F(1, 517) = 0.23, p = .631, 
ηp
2 < .001. These findings were not qualified by a three-way interaction.18 
Subjective Time. Subjective time showed a marginal effect of targeted race, F(1, 542) = 
2.81, p = .094, ηp
2 = .005. There was no main effect of political leaning, F(1, 542) = 0.09, p = 
.760, ηp
2 < .001, but there was the predicted interaction between targeted race and political 
leaning, F(1, 542) = 8.34, p = .004, ηp
2 = .02. While there was no simple main effect for 
conservatives, F(1, 542) = 0.47, p = .495, ηp
2 = .001, liberals felt like anti-Black tweets were 
closer than anti-White tweets, F(1, 542) = 23.64, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. These findings were not 
qualified by a three-way interaction with participant race.19  
Subjective Age. There was a main effect of targeted race, F(1, 543) = 9.14, p = .003, ηp
2 
= .02. There was no main effect of political leaning, F(1, 543) = 2.08, p = .150, ηp
2 = .004, but 
there was a marginal interaction between targeted race and political leaning, F(1, 543) = 3.02, p 
= .083, ηp
2 = .01. While there was no simple main effect for conservatives, F(1, 543) = 0.54, p = 
.465, ηp
2 = .001, liberals saw the public figure as older when he posted anti-Black tweets rather 
 
18 There was no main effect of participant race, F(1, 517) = 0.74, p = .391, ηp2 = .001, no interaction between 
participant race and political leaning, F(1, 517) = 0.37, p = .542, ηp2 = .001, no interaction between participant race 
and targeted race, F(1, 517) = 2.65, p = .104, ηp2 = .005, and no three-way interaction, F(1, 517) = 2.33, p = .128, ηp2 
= .004. 
 
19 There was a main effect of participant race, such that Black participants felt the tweets to be closer in time, F(1, 
542) = 22.47, p < .001, ηp2 = .04. There was an interaction between participant race and political leaning, F(1, 542) 
= 5.54, p = .019, ηp2 = .01. Amongst conservatives, Black participants saw the tweets as closer, F(1, 542) = 16.18, p 
< .001, ηp2 = .03, the same pattern that we see amongst liberals, F(1, 542) = 6.44, p = .011, ηp2 = .01. The interaction 
between participant race and targeted race was marginal, F(1, 542) = 3.49, p = .062, ηp2 = .01, and there was no 
three-way interaction. 
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than anti-White tweets, F(1, 543) = 25.63, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. These findings were not qualified 
by a three-way interaction with participant race.20 
Path Analysis 
As in Study 1, we expected that the interaction between political leaning and targeted 
race would predict subjective time, which would in turn predict current relevance, which would 
in turn predict present judgement, which would in turn predict employer punishment. This was 
tested with the same PROCESS model (Hayes, 2017) as in Study 1.21 The full model is present 
in Figure 2. We found that the interaction between political leaning and targeted race predicted 
subjective time (a = -0.75, t(501) = -3.18, p = .002), which in turn predicted current relevance (b 
= -0.55, t(502) = -14.72, p < .001), which in turn predicted present judgement (c = 0.74, t(501) = 
22.73, p < .001), which in turn predicted employer punishment (d = 0.52, t(498) = 9.24, p < 
.001). Bias-corrected bootstrapping indicated that our index of moderated mediation was 
significant (index = 0.16, 95% CI = 0.06, 0.27). There was no indirect effect of targeted race for 
conservatives (effect = -0.07, 95% CI = -0.16, 0.01), but there was an indirect effect for liberals 
(effect = 0.09, 95% CI = 0.05, 0.14), such that anti-Black tweets were seen as more recent, 
therefore more relevant, therefore more deserving of judgement, and therefore more deserving of 
punishment.  
 
20 There was a marginal effect of participant race, such that Black participants compared to White participants saw 
the public figure as older, F(1, 543) = 3.02, p = .059, ηp2 = .01. There was no interaction between participant race 
and political leaning, F(1, 543) = 1.24, p = .266, ηp2 = .002, no interaction between participant race and targeted 
race, F(1, 543) = 1.08, p = .300, ηp2 = .002, and no three-way interaction, F(1, 543) = 1.98, p = .160, ηp2 = .004. 
 
21 Again we also tested an otherwise identical model with subjective age as the first mediator instead of subjective 
time. We found that the interaction between political leaning and targeted race predicted subjective age (a = 0.52, 
t(502) = 2.21, p = .027), which in turn predicted current relevance (b = 0.52, t(503) = 13.93, p < .001), which in turn 
predicted present judgement (c = 0.75, t(502) = 23.52, p < .001), which in turn predicted employer punishment (d = 
0.52, t(499) = 9.29) p < .001). The index of moderated mediation was significant (index = 0.11, 95% CI = 0.02, 
0.21). There was no indirect effect for conservatives (effect = -0.02, 95% CI = -0.11, 0.06) but there was an indirect 
effect for liberals (effect = 0.09, 95% CI = 0.04, 0.14). 
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Changing Judgements 
Next we examined a set of factors that participants believe may or may not changed their 
judgements of the public figure in the present. The estimated marginal means and standard errors 
are available in Table 7. The factors that showed the greatest promise for redemption appeared to 
be the presence of an apology, whether the public figure had contributed time and money to anti-
discrimination causes, and whether the public figure had acknowledged their past mistakes and 
personal growth since the incident. Notably, the factor most likely to make the situation worse 
was whether the public figure had shamed others for similar tweets, something that likely 
invoked a sense of hypocrisy. 
Race and the Time and Age Manipulations 
Finally, we wanted to investigate whether our participants’ tendency to consider time 
passed and age at time of tweet was something that depended on their own race and/or the race 
that was targeted in the statements. To do this, we looked at two three-way interactions, one that 
considered participant race × targeted race × timed passed and another that considered 
participant race × targeted race × age at time of tweet. Both of these interactions were analyzed 
in the same ANOVA model, which also included the main effects and all possible two-way 
interactions. Because of the limited number of conservatives, particularly in the Black sample, 
we decided to limit our analysis to liberals exclusively. We only report the aforementioned three-
way interactions, however, because our point of interest is whether the tracking of time and age 
is influenced by race-based factors. 
Judgement Variables. We examined the three-way interactions for the judgement 
variables that previously served as the focus of our main hypotheses.  
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Present Judgement. For our present judgement variable, there was a significant 
participant race × targeted race × timed passed interaction, F(1, 412) = 4.86, p = .028, ηp
2 = .01. 
For Black participants, there was no difference between 2 (M = 4.79, SE = 0.18) and 7 (M = 4.76, 
SE = 0.18) years for anti-Black tweets, F(1, 412) = 0.02, p = .887, ηp
2 < .001, but for anti-White 
tweets, present judgement was significantly stronger when only 2 years had passed (M = 3.71, SE 
= 0.16) compared to 7 (M = 2.92, SE = 0.18), F(1, 412) = 10.94, p = .001, ηp
2 = .03. For White 
participants, there was difference between 2 (M = 3.68, SE = 0.18) and 7 (M = 3.47, SE = 
0.17)years for anti-White tweets, F(1, 412) = 0.72, p = .396, ηp
2 = .002, but for anti-Black tweets, 
present judgement was significantly stronger when only 2 years had passed (M = 4.34, SE = 
.197) compared to 7 (M = 3.79, SE = 0.18), F(1, 412) = 4.51, p = .034, ηp
2 = .01. There was no 
participant race × targeted race × age at time of tweet interaction, F(1, 412) = 0.07, p = .788, ηp
2 
< .001.  
Present Moral Character. For present moral character, there was no interaction for 
participant race × targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 408) = 0.29, p = .590, ηp
2 = .001, or 
participant race × targeted race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 408) = 0.27, p = .603, ηp
2 = .001. 
Employer Punishment. For employer punishment, there was no interaction for 
participant race × targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 412) = 0.01, p = .932, ηp
2 < .001, or 
participant race × targeted race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 412) = 0.06, p = .814, ηp
2 < .001.s 
Need for Apology. For need for apology, there was no interaction for participant race × 
targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 410) = 1.98, p = .160, ηp
2 = .005, or participant race × targeted 
race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 410) = 0.01, p = .920, ηp
2 < .001. 
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Need for Resignation. For need for resignation, there was no interaction for participant 
race × targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 412) = 0.02, p = .876, ηp
2 < .001, or participant race × 
targeted race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 412) = 0.02, p = .880, ηp
2 < .001. 
Subjective Circumstances Variables. Next we examined the three-way interactions for 
our subjective circumstances variables.  
Current Relevance. For current relevance, there was no interaction for participant race × 
targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 412) = 1.56, p = .212, ηp
2 = .004, or participant race × targeted 
race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 412) = 1.21, p = .273, ηp
2 = .003. 
Statute of Limitations. For statute of limitations, there was no interaction for participant 
race × targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 392) = 0.51, p = .476, ηp
2 = .001, or participant race × 
targeted race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 392) = 0.48, p = .478, ηp
2 = .001. 
Subjective Time. For subjective time, there was no interaction for participant race × 
targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 412) = 1.63, p = .203, ηp
2 = .004, or participant race × targeted 
race × age at time of tweet, F(1, 412) = 0.83, p = .363, ηp
2 = .002. 
Subjective Age. For subjective age, there was no interaction for participant race × 
targeted race × timed passed, F(1, 412) = 2.23, p = .136, ηp
2 = .005, but there was a significant 
participant race × targeted race × age at time of tweet interaction, F(1, 412) = 6.62, p = .010, ηp
2 
= .005. All simple main effects showed the same significant pattern: the public figure felt 
subjectively older when he had (objectively, based on the information given) been 28 rather than 
16. The size of the difference, however, showed considerable variation. The difference between 
age 16 (M = 4.59, SE = 0.18) and age 28 (M = 5.67, SE = 0.16) was smallest for Black 
participants responding to anti-Black tweets, F(1, 412) = 19.69, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05. For Black 
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participants responding to anti-White tweets, the difference between age 16 (M = 3.46, SE = 
0.17) and age 28 (M = 5.56, SE = 0.15) was considerably larger, F(1, 412) = 86.30, p < .001, ηp
2 
= .17. For White participants the simple main effects were fairly consistent. For anti-Black 
tweets, the public figure felt subjectively older at age 28 (M = 5.69, SE = 0.18) than age 16 (M = 
3.84, SE = 0.17), F(1, 412) = 56.84, p < .001, ηp
2 = .17. For anti-White tweets as well, the public 
figure felt subjectively older at age 28 (M = 4.95, SE = 0.18) than age 16 (M = 3.29, SE = 0.15), 
F(1, 412) = 49.63, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11. Though the differences in magnitude explain the 
interaction, the most consistent result was the main effect of age at time of tweet. Subjective age 
was determined in part by objective age.  
Discussion 
Main Hypotheses (Judgement Variables) 
 Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Time & Age Factors). Study 2 provides a replication of the 
finding that people track both the passage of time and the age of the transgressor (at the time) 
when making judgements about people who have posted offensive statements online in the past. 
Once again the pattern held for all of our judgement variables except for the need for apology, 
which showed no main effects of time passed or age at time of tweet. This was likely for similar 
reasons as in Study 1. The need for apology again had a high approval overall, with an average 
towards the top of the scale (M = 5.5, SD = 1.8). Since making an apology is not a large thing to 
demand, participants were likely less affected by the relevant factors that would be important for 
a more serious judgement. 
 Hypotheses 2a & 2b (Race & Politics Factors). Study 2 also provides further support 
for the claim that people’s reactions to offensive statements are dependent on the race that was 
targeted and their political leaning. Unlike in Study 1, this pattern was found only for liberals, for 
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whom anti-Black tweets consistently warranted more judgement and repercussions than anti-
White tweets. Conservatives, by contrast, did not show any difference between targeted race 
conditions. Although this may point to some form of asymmetry in our effects, it is likely that 
this was due to limited statistical power. Recall that there were only 129 conservatives compared 
to 425 liberals, in large part because of the small number of Black conservatives. Before we went 
too far into speculation about why conservatives did not show any effect, we needed to make 
sure that they truly did not show any effect. Study 3 addressed this concern by including equal 
numbers of conservatives and liberals. 
Subjective Circumstances Variables 
 Our findings illustrate once again that people do not just differ by politics and race on 
their judgements and punitiveness towards past offensive statements, but that they will shift their 
perception of the situation in order to suit their purposes. As with the judgement variables, only 
liberals were found to show this effect, with conservatives showing no difference based on 
targeted race. Again, we cannot say whether this was due to limited statistical power, and will 
defer to Study 3 in which a larger sample of conservatives was used. 
Path Analysis 
 Once again we found support for our path model, in which the interaction between 
targeted race and political leaning predicted how long ago the tweets seemed to be, which 
predicted how relevant they seemed to be in the present, which predicted how much the public 
figure was judged, which predicted whether he should be punished. The successful model 
reinforces the idea that multiple interrelated processes are taking place when people judge past 
offensive statements. 
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 In a reverse of Study 1, liberals showed a conditional indirect effect of targeted race 
while conservatives did not. As with our other analyses, this may have been due to a meaningful 
difference between liberals and conservatives, but it is also likely that our small number of 
conservatives meant we had insufficient power to test the indirect effect for this group. The 
divergent results from Study 1 suggest that the difference between conditional effects in both 
studies are not likely to represent a strong or stable pattern. 
Participant Race 
 In the end, the main advantage of Study 2 was to include a large sample of both Black 
and White participants, allowing us to see whether our effects were not limited to predominantly 
White samples. We were also, however, able to examine the race of our participants as a factor in 
itself, granting us further insight into its importance. 
 The interaction between targeted race and political leaning did not appear to vary based 
on the race of the participants. At face value, this suggests that our main findings regarding race 
and politics will apply regardless of the race of the person reading the tweets. However, caution 
is warranted given the small number of conservatives in both the Black sample in particular and 
the combined sample overall. With nearly all Black participants identifying as liberal, it is 
difficult to place much confidence in a test of an interaction between both factors.  
 The role of participant race might be better viewed through the results that were in fact 
found to be significant. For many of our judgement and subjective circumstances variables, there 
was a main effect of participant race, such that Black participants gave more judgemental and 
punitive responses compared to White participants. We also found that there was often an 
interaction between participant race and targeted race, where Black participants saw the anti-
Black tweets as worse, while White participants did not show any difference. The main point this 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   56 
makes is that Black participants, to some degree, appear to be more concerned with racism in 
general and in particular more concerned with racism directed towards their own group. This 
makes some sense given the history of racial discrimination in the United States, which would 
make one focus more on such issues. 
 By testing the participant race × targeted race × timed passed and participant race × 
targeted race × age at time of tweet interactions, we were able to see if the effect of our time and 
age factors was dependent on the factors related to race. In particular, we wanted to see if people 
would consider the tweets more carefully when their own racial group was targeted, and 
therefore pay closer attention to time and age. On the whole, we did not find much evidence to 
support his idea. Across all of our judgement and subjective circumstances variables, we only 
found two significant three-way interactions. For present judgement, the pattern of results was 
the opposite of what we expected, where time passed only made a difference for people reading 
tweets that targeted the race other from themselves. For subjective age, the simple main effects 
were all the same, and did not indicate strong difference based on race. Our overall sample size 
was not very large to test a three-way interaction (n = 554) so we would caution against making 
strong claims on this issue. But overall, it does not appear that the effects of time and age are 
dependent on race. 
Study 3 
 Study 3 employed the same main approach as the last two studies, allowing for another 
replication of the results with the same design. Recall that in Studies 1 and 2, the effect of 
targeted race was more consistent for liberals than conservatives. However, in both studies the 
number of conservatives was substantially smaller than the number of liberals.  To determine if 
the inconsistent pattern for conservatives was due to genuine partisan differences or a simple 
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lack of power, we recruited a larger sample than in past studies and intentionally recruited equal 
numbers of liberals and conservatives.  
 As well, we wanted to address another limitation of Studies 2 and 3 that has yet to be 
discussed. In both of the previous studies, there were only two conditions of the targeted race 
variable: Black and White. This design explicitly lacks a control or baseline condition from 
which to measure how participants would respond to more generically offensive statements in 
the absence of race and partisanship as a factor. Without a baseline, it is difficult to tell where the 
effect is taking place. For liberals, are anti-Black tweets seen as worse than anti-White tweets 
because anti-Black tweets are particularly bad, or because anti-White tweets are seen as 
particularly unimportant or inoffensive? In the cases where conservatives showed the reverse 
pattern (in Study 1), are the anti-White tweets seen as worse than anti-Black tweets because anti-
White tweets are particularly bad, or because anti-Black tweets are seen as overblown? Study 3 
aimed to answer these questions by including a control condition (removing target race) as a 
point of comparison. Comparing the anti-Black and anti-White tweets against the control tweets 
allowed us to establish the direction of the effect and whether racism was seen as a particularly 
egregious offense by both political groups. 
 In addition, Study 3 was designed to address another limitation of our previous studies. 
The judgement measures used in Studies 1 and 2 asked for the participants’ opinions on the 
particular situation of Mike Davis and his derogatory tweets. Such measures make it difficult to 
say whether the differences in moral judgement are specific to the situation, or in fact represent a 
broader shift about one’s moral principles in a wider range of similar situations. For this reason, 
we include several items in Study 3 that ask about general principles in a similar manner to how 
our original judgement variables asked about the immediate situation. 
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 Several exploratory variables were introduced in this study. One was our anger measure, 
which allowed us to assess participants self-reported emotional reactions to the tweets in addition 
to their moral judgements. Another was our assessment of true self. Past research has found that 
people consider the true self of themselves and others to be inherently moral, and that when 
someone does something bad, they are not acting in accordance with their true nature (Newman 
et al., 2013; Strohminger et al., 2017). Shifts from moral to immoral behaviour (from the 
perspective of the observer) are seen as shifts from the true self to the superficial self, whereas 
shifts from immoral to moral behaviour are seen as shifts from the superficial self to the true self 
(Newman et al., 2013). We wanted to test if participants would shift their sense of the public 
figure’s true self based on the factors we had been investigating (namely the targeted race × 
political leaning interaction). Although the past research on the true self suggests that people 
may not regard negative past acts as reflective of the true self, other related research suggests 
that people may consider bad acts more informative of a person’s character than good acts (Klein 
& O’Brien, 2016; Martijn et al., 1992) , and when motivated to protect or discredit a target may 
shift their judgements of how enduring or malleable a moral quality is thought to be (Leith et al., 
2014). For this reason we expected that liberals would see anti-Black tweets are more 
representative of the public figure’s true self while conservatives would not show such a pattern.  
 While Studies 1 and 2 had the exact same hypotheses, we updated our predictions in 
order to reflect the past findings as well as the aims of the current study. Hypotheses 1a and 1b 
were updated to include the subjective time and age variables, which we expected to shift based 
on the manipulations of objective time and age. All of the new hypotheses were preregistered. 
1a. Participants will judge the public figure more harshly for the tweets when they 
occurred 2 years ago rather than 7 years ago. This will apply to present 
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judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, need for apology, and 
need for resignation. Subjective time will also be shorter when 2 (vs 7) years have 
passed. 
1b. Participants will judge the public figure more harshly for the tweets when the 
public figure was 28 rather than 16. This will apply to present judgement, present 
moral character, employer punishment, need for apology, and need for 
resignation. Subjective age will also be judged as younger for the 16 (vs 28) year 
old. 
Hypotheses 2a and 2b are kept mostly the same, only 2b has been updated to reflect our lower 
confidence in finding a simple main effect of race for conservatives.  
2a. Liberal participants will judge the public figure more harshly for anti-Black 
tweets compared to anti-white tweets and tweets where no race is targeted. This 
will apply to present judgement, present moral character, employer punishment, 
need for apology, and need for resignation. 
2b. Conservative participants will not judge the public figure more harshly for 
anti-Black tweets compared to anti-white tweets or tweets where no race is 
targeted. This will apply to present judgement, present moral character, employer 
punishment, need for apology, and need for resignation. We speculate that a 
reversal (endorsing more judgmental principles for the White tweet) is possible 
but our only a priori hypothesis is that they will not show the same pattern as 
liberals.   
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Hypotheses 3a and 3b are based on our analyses of the subjective circumstances variables in 
Studies 1 and 2. Our findings in these past studies gave us enough confidence to test them as pre-
registered hypotheses. 
3a. Liberal participants will view the surrounding circumstances in a way that 
places more blame on the public figure when the tweets target Black people than 
when the tweets target White people or no race is targeted.  This will apply to 
current relevance, statute of limitations, subjective time, and subjective age. 
3b. Conservative participants will not view the surrounding circumstances in a 
way that places more blame on the public figure when the tweets target Black 
people than when the tweets target White people or no race is targeted This will 
apply to current relevance, statute of limitations, subjective time, and subjective 
age. We speculate that a reversal (endorsing more judgmental principles for the 
White tweet) is possible but our only a priori hypothesis is that they will not show 
the same pattern as liberals.   
Hypothesis 4 was added to give a preregistered a priori prediction of the same path model we 
found in Studies 1 and 2. 
4. There will be a significant path of moderated mediation, whereby the political 
leaning of the participants will interact with the race targeted by the tweets to 
predict subjective time from the tweets, which will predict current relevance, 
which will predict present judgment, which will predict endorsement of employer 
punishments. 
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Hypotheses 5a and 5b were added to reflect our new measures on the general moral principles 
that might apply to a broader range of situations.  
5a. Liberal participants will endorse more judgmental and more punitive general 
principles regarding past offensive statements when the tweets target Black 
people than when the tweets target White people or no race is targeted. As well, 
when the tweets target Black people rather than White people or no particular 
race, they will show less endorsement for general principles that consider the 
passage of time and the person’s age to be important in judging someone for 
offensive statements.  
5b. Conservative participants will not endorse more judgmental and more punitive 
general principles regarding past offensive statements when the tweets target 
Black people than when the tweets target White people or no race is targeted. As 
well, when the tweets target Black people rather than White people or not 
particular race, they will not show less endorsement for general principles that 
consider the passage of time and the person’s age to be important in judging 
someone for offensive statements. We speculate that a reversal (endorsing more 
judgmental principles for the White tweet) is possible but our only a priori 
hypothesis is that they will not show the same pattern as liberals.   
Materials and Methods 
Participants 
 Recruitment. United States citizens self-selected into the study on Amazon’s TurkPrime. 
Each participant was paid $2.00 for taking part in the survey. To allow a stronger test of effects 
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among both liberals and conservatives, we recruited equal numbers of liberals and conservatives 
based on preselection data on TurkPrime. See Appendix A for recruitment form. 
 Sample. We aimed for a sample size that would allow us to test a 2 × 3 × 2 interaction 
with approximately 100 participants per cell, which is a large enough N to allow for some 
exclusions while maintaining a large sample size. This would allow us to test the three-way 
targeted race × political leaning × time passed and targeted race × political leaning × age at time 
of tweet interactions that would provide insight into whether people are more inclined to pay 
attention to time and age depending on political factors. The initial sample included 1252 
participants. Participants were excluded if they failed to meet one or more of the following  
criteria. Two attention check items were included in the survey, in which participants were 
required to select strongly agree and not at all relevant. Participants had to answer both 
correctly, which 77 failed to do. We also included the same open-ended effort check question as 
in Study 2, with 78 participants removed for giving nonsense or blank responses. The honesty 
check from previous studies was included as well, and 80 participants indicated that we should 
not use their data. Finally, 106 participants identified as centrists and were not included. The 
final sample included 1094 participants, comprised of 625 females, 463 males, and 6 other. The 
sample was predominantly White, with 874 White participants, 76 Black participants, and 64 
Hispanic participants. There were 596 liberals and 498 conservatives, a ratio much more even 
than in past studies. The age ranged from 18 to 83 (M = 42.2, SD = 13.4). According to G*Power 
(Faul et al., 2009), this sample gave us the power to detect an effect size of f = 0.09 (ηp
2 = 0.01) 
with 80% power and α = .05. 
Procedure 
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 As in previous studies, participants self-selected into the study from TurkPrime and were 
sent to an online survey on Qualtrics (Qualtrics, 2018). See Appendices B, C, and D for the 
consent form, full survey, and debriefing form respectively. 
 Demographics. The same demographics measures were included as in Studies 1 and 2. 
This included age, gender, ethnicity, political leaning, preferred political party, and a slider 
measure indicating one’s place on the political spectrum from liberal to conservative.  
 Manipulation. The factors of time passed and age at time of tweet were manipulated in 
the exact same way as in previous studies. The targeted race factor was included as well, but 
adapted in a couple of ways. First, a third, control condition was added in which no particular 
race was targeted by the offensive statements. In order to better accommodate this format, the 
specific tweets we used were modified as well. Two of the previous tweets that did not make 
derogatory comments about a particular group were removed in order to make the control 
condition more distinct. The other two that did target either White or Black people were kept in. 
An additional tweet designed to target a particular group (or no group, in the control condition) 
was added, meaning that 3 tweets were used in total, all targeting the race (or lack thereof) 
determined by their condition. The new versions of the tweets can be found in Appendix C. 
 Judgement Variables. The judgement variables in Study 3 consisted of the same 
measures from Studies 1 and 2. This included the two-item present judgement measure (rSB = 
.76), the four-item measure of present moral character (α = .93), the two-item measure of 
employer punishment (rSB = .94), and the two item scale of whether Davis should make amends 
for his actions (rSB = .62). Once again the two items that made up the last scale (need for apology 
and need for resignation) were analyzed as separate dependent variables. 
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 Subjective Circumstances Variables. The subjective circumstances variables were 
measured in the same way as in Studies 1 and 2, with a few small changes. The current relevance 
variable was measured using the same four items in both previous studies, which demonstrated 
good reliability (α = .92). As in Study 2, the statute of limitations variable was measured using 
two open-ended items where participants could indicate the number of months and years that 
would have to pass before the tweets were no longer relevant. Just like before, this measure was 
winsorized so that any value greater than 100 years was reduced to exactly 100 years. Our 
subjective time variable used both slider items from Study 1 (rSB = .91) and the subjective age 
variable used the same two Likert items used in both Studies 1 and 2 (rSB = .72). 
 General Principle Variables. These measures were meant to assess attitudes not just 
about the morality of the specific situation with Mike Davis and the tweets, but general moral 
principles about how such situations should be dealt with. Several of the general principle 
variables were analogous to specific judgement variables, but reconfigured to speak in broader 
terms. 
Present Judgement Principle. The first measure, which was roughly equivalent to the 
more specific present judgement measure, consisted of two Likert items: “In general, people 
should still be judged in the present for past offensive statements that they made in the public 
sphere.”, and “In general, people should be forgiven for past offensive statements that they made 
in the public sphere.” The two items were showed acceptable reliability, rSB = .73.  
 Employer Punishment Principle. The employer punishment principle variable, was 
analogous to the original employer punishment variable: “In general, people should be 
disciplined by their employer for past offensive statements that they made in the public sphere.”, 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   65 
and “In general, people should be fired by their employer for past offensive statements that they 
made in the public sphere.” The items showed good reliability, rSB = .92. 
 Apology and Resignation Principles. The apology principle and resignation principle 
items were analogous to the need for apology and need for resignation variables: “In general, 
people should apologize for past offensive statements that they made in the public sphere.” and 
“In general, people should resign from their job on account of past offensive statements that they 
made in the public sphere.” These items had weaker reliability (rSB = .56) and were analyzed 
separately, just like the need for apology and need for resignation items. 
 Current Character Principle. The current character principle variable asked whether 
participants agreed that “In general, a person’s past public offensive statements are a good 
indicator of their current character.”  
 Time and Age Principles. Two final general principle variables pertained to the 
importance of time and age when making moral judgements. The time principle item assessed 
agreement with the claim that “In general, how we judge someone for their past public offensive 
statements should depend on how much time has passed since they made the statements.”, while 
the age principle item assessed agreement about whether “In general, how we judge someone for 
their past public offensive statements should depend on how old they were at the time they made 
the statements.” Each item was analyzed separately. 
 Tweet Evaluation. The same five-item measure of tweet evaluation from the previous 
studies was included, demonstrating good reliability, α = .78.  
 Changing Judgments. We included the same items from Study 2 that asked what factors 
would change the participants’ judgements of the public figure’s current character.  
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Additional Dependent Variables. The survey included several additional measures that 
were not included in our main hypotheses but we still considered to be of interest.  
Anger. In an item adapted from Sawaoka and Monin (2020), participants were asked to 
rate how “angry” and how “outraged” they were toward the public figure for the tweets from (1 
to 7) . These items showed good reliability, rSB = .96. 
True Self. Another set of measures assessed participants’ beliefs about the public figure’s 
“true self”. To measure this construct we borrowed two items from Newman and colleagues 
(2013). One was a categorical item, in which participants had to choose whether the statements 
reflected the public figure’s true self, surface self, or none of the above (participants who 
selected none of the above were coded as missing values). The other was a Likert item asking 
directly whether the statements reflected the figure’s true self, ranging from 1(Not at all) to 
9(Very much so).  
 Memory Check. The same memory checks were included as in the previous two studies. 
An additional memory check asked which race (if any) was targeted by the derogatory tweets. 
 Attention and Effort Checks. The items were included in the survey where participants 
were asked to select strongly agree and not at all relevant as their responses. The same open-
ended effort check question from Study 2 was included as well. Participants that did not correctly 
answer the attention checks and wrote nothing or nonsense for the effort check were excluded 
from analyses. 
 Honesty Check. The same honesty check item from Studies 1 and 2 was included. 
Results 
The analyses for tweet evaluation, judgement variables, subjective circumstances 
variables, general principle variables, and (continuous) additional dependent variables were 
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conducted using the same ANOVA model that included the main effects of targeted race, 
political leaning, time passed, age at time of tweet, and the targeted race × political leaning and 
time passed × age at time of tweet interactions. New to the model used in this study was the 
inclusion of the targeted race × political leaning × time passed and targeted race × political 
leaning × age at time of tweet interactions. For Hypotheses 1a and 1b, this allowed us to see if 
the effects of time passed and age at time of tweet were dependent on motivated shifts due to 
race and politics. 
Memory Checks 
 Again the memory checks were analyzed to see if participants accurately recalled the 
relevant information. Eighty-nine percent of participants corrected identified that the public 
figure, Mike Davis, was a soccer player, and 88.5% of participants correctly identified which 
race (or lack thereof) was targeted by the derogatory tweets, indicating good attention to relevant 
information. As in previous studies, we ran t-tests to determine the efficacy of the time passed 
and age at time of tweet manipulations. Again, both manipulations were successful. Participants 
in the 2 year condition reported that significantly less time had passed in years (M = 2.2, SD = 
1.2) than in the 7 year condition (M = 6.6, SD = 1.6), t(1091) = -48.65, p < .001, d = 2.95. As 
well, participants in the age 16 condition (M = 17.0, SD = 4.9) reported the public figure to be 
significantly younger in years than participants in the age 28 condition (M = 27.1, SD = 4.7), 
t(1088) = -34.78, p < .001, d = 2.12. 
Tweet Evaluation 
 As in previous studies, we start by looking at the perceived morality of the tweets 
themselves. The estimated marginal means for these analyses can be found in Table 8.  
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 A main effect of targeted race, F(2, 1075) = 22.33, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04 and  political 
leaning, F(1, 1075) = 15.37, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01 were qualified by a significant interaction 
between targeted race and political leaning, F(2, 1075) = 17.96, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was a 
simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 13.20, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom both anti-
White tweets (p < .001) and anti-Black tweets (p < .001) were worse than control tweets, while 
there was not a significant difference between anti-White and anti-Black tweets (p = .141). There 
was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 26.56, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05, for whom anti-
Black tweets were worse than anti-White tweets (p < .001) and control tweets (p < .001), while 
there was no difference between anti-White and control tweets (p = .322). 
 There was no main effect of time passed, F(1, 1075) = 0.06, p = .804, ηp
2 < .001, nor age 
at time of tweet, F(1, 1075) = 1.28, p = .258, ηp
2 = .001, and there was not an interaction between 
the two, F(1, 1075) = 0.47, p = .492, ηp
2 < .001. There was also no targeted race × political 
leaning × time passed interaction, F(5, 1075) = 0.47, p = .637, ηp
2 = .003, nor a targeted race × 
political leaning × age at time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1075) = 0.60, p = .702, ηp
2 = .003. 
Hypotheses 1a to 2b (Judgement Variables) 
Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Time & Age Factors). Hypotheses 1a and 1b, which predicted 
that judgements would be harsher when the tweets were posted 2 years ago (vs 7) and the public 
figure was 28 (vs 16) years old respectively will be tested by examining the main effects for time 
passed and age at time of tweet, respectively. We tested these hypotheses with each of our 
judgement variables, as well as our subjective time and subjective age measures. We also 
examined if these effects are dependent on factors of race and politics by examining the targeted 
race × political leaning × time passed and targeted race × political leaning × age at time of tweet 
interactions. Estimated marginal means for Hypotheses 1a and 1b can be found in Table 9.  
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Present Judgement. As predicted, there was a main effect of time passed, such that the 
public figure was judged more when only 2 years had passed compared to 7, F(1, 1075) = 36.72, 
p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. Also in line with our predictions was a main effect of age at time of tweet, 
such that the figure was judged more at age 28 compared to age 16, F(1, 1075) = 39.68, p < .001, 
ηp
2 = .04. There was no interaction between time passed and age at time of tweet, F(1, 1075) = 
1.90, p = .168, ηp
2 = .002, nor was there a targeted race × political leaning × time passed 
interaction, F(5, 1075) = 0.80, p = .552, ηp
2 = .004, or a targeted race × political leaning × age at 
time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1075) = 1.29, p = .266, ηp
2 = .01. 
Present Moral Character. For present moral character, there was a main effect of time 
passed, such that the public figure was seen as less moral in the present when only 2 years had 
passed compared to 7, F(1, 1074) = 33.56, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was also a main effect of 
age at time of tweet, such that the public figure was seen as worse in the present when he had 
been 28 than when he had been 16, F(1, 1074) = 33.12, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was a 
significant interaction between time passed and age at time of tweet, F(1, 1074) = 7.53, p = .006, 
ηp
2 = .01, though the simple main effects were both in the same direction. The public figure was 
seen as worse after only 2 years compared to 7, and this was true when he had been 16, F(1, 
1074) = 36.43, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, and when he had been 28, F(1, 1074) = 4.76, p = .029, ηp
2 = 
.004, with the primary difference being the size of the effect. There was no targeted race × 
political leaning × time passed interaction, F(5, 1074) = 1.01, p = .409, ηp
2 = .005, nor a targeted 
race × political leaning × age at time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1074) = 1.31, p = .256, ηp
2 = .01.  
Employer Punishment. For employer punishment, there was a main effect of time 
passed, such that punishment was endorsed more at 2 years compared to 7, F(1, 1074) = 29.95, p 
< .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was also a main effect of age at time of tweet, such that judgements were 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   70 
harsher when the public figure had been 28 rather than 16, F(1, 1074) = 40.39, p < .001, ηp
2 = 
.04. There was no interaction between time passed and age at time of tweet, F(1, 1074) = 0.76, p 
= .385, ηp
2 = .001, nor was there a targeted race × political leaning × time passed interaction, 
F(5, 1074) = 0.46, p = .803, ηp
2 =.002, or a targeted race × political leaning × age at time of 
tweet interaction, F(5, 1074) = 1.51, p = .184, ηp
2 = .01.  
Need for Apology. There was no effect of time passed, F(1, 1073) = 1.87, p = .171, ηp
2 = 
.002, or age at time of tweet, F(1, 1073) = 1.48, p = .224, ηp
2 = .001. There was also no 
interaction between time passed and age at time of tweet, F(1, 1073) = 1.06, p = .303, ηp
2 = .001, 
no targeted race × political leaning × time passed interaction, F(5, 1073) = 1.03, p = .398, ηp
2 = 
.005, and no a targeted race × political leaning × age at time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1073) = 
0.39, p = .856, ηp
2 = .002. Though the lack of results was contrary to our predictions, it matches 
the findings in the previous two studies, in which there were no effects of time passed or age at 
time of tweet.  
Need for Resignation. Regarding need for resignation, there was a main effect of time 
passed, such that resignation was desired more at 2 years compared to 7, F(1, 1075) = 21.46, p < 
.001, ηp
2 = .02. There was also an effect of age at time of tweet, such that resignation was desired 
more when the public figure had been 28 rather than 16, F(1, 1075) = 21.88, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 
There was no interaction between time passed and age at time of tweet, F(1, 1075) = 0.06, p = 
.799, ηp
2 < .001, nor was there a targeted race × political leaning × time passed interaction, F(5, 
1075) = 0.47, p = .796, ηp
2 = .002. There was, however, a marginal targeted race × political 
leaning × age at time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1075) = 2.19, p = .053, ηp
2 = .010. For 
conservatives, there was no effect of age at time of tweet when it came to anti-Black tweets, F(5, 
1075) = 0.02, p = .880, ηp
2 < .001, or control tweets, F(5, 1075) = 0.09, p = .769, ηp
2 < .001, but 
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age did matter for anti-White tweets, such that the public figure was judged more at 28, F(5, 
1075) = 13.11, p < .001, ηp
2 = .012. For liberals, there was no effect of age at time of tweet for 
anti-White tweets, F(5, 1075) = 2.41, p = .121, ηp
2 = .002, but there was an effect for anti-Black 
tweets, F(5, 1075) = 9.59, p = .002, ηp
2 = .01, and control tweets, F(5, 1075) = 7.43, p = .007, ηp
2 
= .01, such that resignation was desired more when the public figure had been 28. 
Subjective Time. As predicted, there was a main effect of time passed, such that 
subjective time was longer when more objective time (7 rather than 2 years) had passed, F(1, 
1071) = 123.35, p < .001, ηp
2 = .10. Although not predicted, notably there was also an effect of 
age at time of tweet, such that subjective time felt longer when Davis had been 16 rather than 28, 
F(1, 1071) = 53.53, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05. There was no interaction between time passed and age at 
time of tweet, F(1, 1071) = 0.01, p = .930, ηp
2 < .001, and no targeted race × political leaning × 
time passed interaction, F(5, 1071) = 1.74, p = .123, ηp
2 = .01, or a targeted race × political 
leaning × age at time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1071) = 0.86, p = .509, ηp
2 = .004.  
Subjective Age. For subjective age, the predicted main effect of age at time of tweet 
emerged, such that subjective age was younger when objective age was younger (16 rather than 
28), F(1, 1071) = 626.25, p < .001, ηp
2 = .37. Notably, there was also a main effect of time 
passed, such that it felt like the public figure was younger (when he posted the tweets) when 7 
years had passed rather than 2, F(1, 1071) = 39.31, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04.  There was no interaction 
between time passed and age at time of tweet, F(1, 1071) = 0.004, p = .953, ηp
2 < .001, nor was 
there a targeted race × political leaning × time passed interaction, F(5, 1071) = 1.19, p = .310, ηp
2 
= .01, or a targeted race × political leaning × age at time of tweet interaction, F(5, 1071) = 1.59, 
p = .160, ηp
2 = .01.  
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Hypotheses 2a & 2b. (Race & Politics Factors). Hypotheses 2a and 2b, which predicted 
that liberal participants would judge anti-Black tweets more harshly than anti-White and control 
tweets, while conservative participants would not judge anti-Black tweets more harshly (and, 
speculatively, might judge anti-White tweets more harshly) is tested via the targeted race × 
political leaning interaction. Notably we did not make predictions about how anti-Black and 
control tweets would differ for conservatives or how anti-White and control tweets would differ 
for liberals. We tested this hypothesis across each of our judgement variables. As with the time 
and age factors, estimated marginal means and standard errors can be found in Table 9. 
Present Judgement. For present judgement, there was a main effect of targeted race, F(2, 
1075) = 23.82, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04 and political leaning, F(1, 1075) = 65.48, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06, 
qualified by the  predicted significant interaction between targeted race and political leaning, 
F(2, 1075) = 21.73, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. There was a simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 
1075) = 17.31, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, for whom anti-White tweets were judged more than anti-
Black tweets (p = .007) and control tweets (p < .001), while anti-Black tweets were judged more 
than control tweets (p = .001). There was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 
27.03, p < .001, ηp
2  = .05, for whom anti-Black tweets were worse than anti-White (p < .001) 
and control (p < .001), with no difference between anti-White and control tweets (p = .923).  
Present Moral Character. For present moral character, there was a main effect of 
targeted race, F(2, 1074) = 15.98, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03 and political leaning, F(1, 1074) = 43.96, p 
< .001, ηp
2 = .04  qualified by a significant interaction, F(2, 1074) = 22.98, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. 
There was a simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1074) = 13.00, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for 
whom anti-White tweets reflected more poorly on moral character than anti-Black tweets (p = 
.004) and control tweets (p < .001), while anti-Black tweets were worse than control (p = .022). 
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There was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1074) = 25.25, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, for 
whom anti-Black tweets reflected more poorly on moral character than anti-White (p < .001) and 
control (p < .001), while there was no difference between anti-White and control (p = .326). 
Employer Punishment. For employer punishment, there was a main effect of targeted 
race, F(2, 1074) = 37.98, p < .001, ηp
2 = .07. There was also a main effect of political leaning, 
F(1, 1074) = 88.42, p < .001, ηp
2 = .0.8. The main effects were qualified by a significant 
interaction, F(2, 1074) = 21.74, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. There was a simple main effect for 
conservatives, for whom anti-White tweets deserved more punishment than anti-Black (p = .011) 
and control (p < .001), while anti-Black tweets were more punishable than control (p < .001). 
There was also a simple main effect for liberals, for whom anti-Black tweets were more 
punishable than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p < .001), while anti-White tweets were 
marginally worse than control (p = .086).  
Need for Apology. Regarding the need for apology, there was a main effect of targeted 
race, F(2, 1073) = 14.46, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was also a main effect of political leaning, 
F(1, 1073) = 75.61, p < .001, ηp
2 = .07. The main effects were qualified by a significant 
interaction, F(2, 1073) = 6.65, p = .001, ηp
2 = .01. there was a simple main effect for 
conservatives, F(2, 1073) = 10.78, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom anti-White tweets needed an 
apology more than control (p < .001) but not anti-Black (p = .456), while anti-Black tweets 
needed an apology more than control (p < .001). There was also a simple main effect for liberals, 
F(1, 1073) = 9.38, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom anti-Black tweets were needed an apology more 
than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p < .001), while there was no difference between anti-
White and control tweets (p = .947).  
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Need for Resignation. Regarding need for resignation, there was a main effect of 
targeted race, F(2, 1075) = 36.09, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06. There was also a main effect of political 
leaning, F(1, 1075) = 67.67, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06. The main effects were qualified by a significant 
interaction, F(1, 1075) = 29.98, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05. There was a simple main effect for 
conservatives, F(1, 1075) = 18.34, p < .001, ηp
2 = .033, for whom anti-White tweets warranted 
resignation more than anti-Black (p = .002) and control (p = .002), while anti-Black tweets 
warranted resignation more than control (p < .001). There was also a simple main effect for 
liberals, F(1, 1075) = 47.30, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08, for whom anti-Black tweets warranted 
resignation more than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p < .001), while there was no difference 
between control and anti-White tweets (p = .357). 
Hypotheses 3a & 3b (Subjective Circumstances Variables) 
Hypotheses 3a and 3b, which predicted that conservatives would not view the subjective 
circumstances in the most incriminating way for anti-Black tweets, and liberals would view the 
circumstances in the most incriminating way for anti-Black tweets are tested via the targeted race 
× political leaning interaction. Estimated marginal means for Hypotheses 3a and 3b can be found 
in Table 10.  
 Current Relevance. For current relevance, there was a main effect of targeted race, F(2, 
1075) = 20.33, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. There was also a main effect of political leaning, F(1, 1075) = 
39.43, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. The main effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(2, 1075) 
= 26.66, p < .001, ηp
2 = .95. There was a simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 
21.46, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, for whom anti-White tweets were more relevant than anti-Black (p < 
.001) and control (p < .001), while anti-Black tweets were more relevant than control (p = .014). 
There was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 23.60, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, for 
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whom anti-Black tweet were more relevant than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p < .001), 
while there was no difference between anti-White and control tweets (p = .981). 
 Statute of Limitations. For the statute of limitations, there was a main effect of targeted 
race, F(2, 1044) = 5.48, p = .004, ηp
2 = .01. There was also a main effect of political leaning, 
F(1, 1044) = 11.10, p = .001, ηp
2 = .01. The main effects were qualified by a significant 
interaction, F(2, 1044) = 9.51, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was a simple main effect for 
conservatives, F(2, 1044) = 3.29, p = .038, ηp
2 = .01, for whom anti-White tweets had a longer 
statute of limitations than anti-Black tweets (p = .049) and control tweets (p = .016), while there 
was no difference between anti-Black and control tweets (p = .629). There was also a simple 
main effect for liberals, F(2, 1044) = 11.72, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom anti-Black tweets 
stayed relevant for longer than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p < .001), while there was no 
difference between anti-White and anti-Black tweets (p = .986). 
 Subjective Time. For subjective time, there was a main effect of targeted race, F(2, 
1071) = 10.14, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was also a main effect of political leaning, F(1, 1071) = 
14.86, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01. The main effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(2, 1071) 
= 19.38, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. There was a simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1071) = 7.61, 
p = .001, ηp
2 = .01, for whom anti-White tweets felt closer than anti-Black (p = .003) and control 
(p < .001), while there was no difference between anti-Black and control tweets (p = .442). There 
was a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1071) = 21.95, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, for whom anti-
Black tweets felt closer than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p < .001), while there was no 
difference between anti-White and control tweets (p = .769). 
 Subjective Age. For subjective age, there was a main effect of targeted race, F(2, 1075) 
= 8.14, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was also a main effect of political leaning, F(1, 1075) = 19.36, 
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p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. The main effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(2, 1075) = 
21.79, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. There was a simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 11.15, 
p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom the public figure looked older when posting anti-White tweets 
compared to anti-Black tweets (p < .001) and control tweets (p < .001), while there was no 
difference between anti-Black and control tweets (p = .737). There was also a simple main effect 
for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 18.22, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, for whom the public figure seemed older 
when posting anti-Black tweets compared to anti-White tweets (p < .001) and control tweets (p < 
.001), while there was no difference between anti-White and control tweets (p = .768). 
Hypothesis 4 (Path Analysis) 
We expected that the interaction between political leaning and targeted race would 
predict subjective time since the past tweets, which would in turn predict the current relevance, 
which would in turn predict present judgement, which would in turn predict employer 
punishment. This was tested with the same PROCESS model (Hayes, 2017) used in previous 
studies.22 Participants in the control targeted race condition were not included in this analysis. 
The full model is present in Figure 3. We found that the interaction between political leaning and 
targeted race predicted subjective time (a = -0.44, t(701) = -6.00, p < .001), which in turn 
predicted current relevance (b = -0.56, t(702) = -18.62, p < .001), which in turn predicted present 
judgement (c = 0.71, t(701) = 24.15, p < .001), which in turn predicted employer punishment (d 
= 0.53, t(698) = 12.14, p < .001). Bias-corrected bootstrapping indicated that our index of 
 
19Also like in past studies, we tested an otherwise identical model with subjective age as the first mediator instead of 
subjective time. We found that the interaction between political leaning and targeted race predicted subjective age (a 
= 0.38, t(703) = 5.18, p < .001), which in turn predicted current relevance (b = 0.58, t(704) = 20.21, p < .001), which 
in turn predicted present judgement (c = 0.74, t(703) = 24.20, p < .001), which in turn predicted employer 
punishment (d = 0.53, t(700) = 12.38, p < .001). The index of moderated mediation was significant (index = 0.09, 
95% CI = 0.05, 0.13). There was a significant indirect effect for both conservatives (effect = -0.04, 95% CI = -0.07, 
-0.01) and liberals (effect = 0.05, 95% CI = 0.03, 0.07). 
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moderated mediation was significant (index = 0.09, 95% CI = 0.06, 0.13). Although the 
conditional indirect effects were not included in Hypothesis 4, we analyzed them in order to see 
if the patterns found in previous studies would hold for both liberals and conservatives. There 
was a significant indirect effect for conservatives (effect = -0.04, 95% CI = -0.06, -0.01), such 
that anti-White tweets felt more recent, therefore more relevant, therefore more deserving of 
judgement, and therefore more deserving of punishment. There was also an indirect effect for 
liberals (effect = 0.06, 95% CI = 0.03, 0.08), such that anti-Black tweets felt more recent, 
therefore more relevant, therefore more deserving of judgement, and therefore more deserving of 
punishment. 
Hypotheses 5a & 5b (General Principle Variables) 
 Hypotheses 5a and 5b, which predicted that liberal participants would endorse more 
judgemental general principles in response to anti-Black tweets compared to anti-White and 
control tweets and conservative participants would not endorse more judgement and punitive 
principles in response to anti-Black tweets, are tested via the targeted race × political leaning 
interaction. Estimated marginal means for Hypotheses 5a and 5b can be found in Table 11. 
 Present Judgement Principle. For the present judgement principle, there was a main 
effect of targeted race, F(2, 1075) = 3.20, p = .041, ηp
2 = .01. There was also a main effect of 
political leaning, F(1, 1075) = 118.10, p < .001, ηp
2 = .10. As predicted, the main effects were 
qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 1075) = 18.01, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was a simple 
main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 7.19, p = .001, ηp
2 = .01, for whom the judgemental 
principles were endorsed more in the anti-White condition compared to the anti-Black (p = .001) 
and control conditions (p = .001), while there was no difference between anti-Black and control 
conditions (p = .073). There was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(1, 1075) = 13.92, p < 
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.001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom judgemental principles were endorsed more in the anti-Black condition 
compared to the anti-White (p < .001) and control conditions (p < .001), while there was 
marginally more judgement in the control condition compared to the anti-White condition (p = 
.073). 
 Employer Punishment Principle. For the employer punishment principle, there was a 
main effect of targeted race, F(2, 1075) = 5.99, p = .003, ηp
2 = .01. There was also a main effect 
of political leaning, F(1, 1075) = 166.44, p < .001, ηp
2 = .13. The main effects were qualified by 
a significant interaction, F(2, 1075) = 17.59, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. There was a simple main effect 
for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 9.61, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom the principles were endorsed 
more in the anti-White condition compared to the anti-Black (p = .001) and control (p < .001) 
conditions, while there was no difference between the anti-Black and control conditions (p = 
.462). There was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 17.59, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, 
for whom the principles were endorsed more in the anti-Black condition compared to the anti-
White (p < .001) and control (p < .001) conditions, while there was no difference between the 
anti-White and control conditions. 
 Apology Principle. For the apology principle, there was a main effect of targeted race, 
F(2, 1075) = 4.46, p = .012, ηp
2 = .01. There was also a main effect of political leaning, F(1, 
1075) = 95.35, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08. There was a marginal interaction, F(2, 1075) = 2.74, p = .065, 
ηp
2 = .005. There was no simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 2.14, p = .118, ηp
2 = 
.004. But there was an effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 5.01, p = .007, ηp
2 = .01, for whom the 
principle was endorse more in the anti-Black condition compared to the anti-White (p = .004) 
and control (p = .007) conditions, while there was no difference between the anti-White and 
control conditions (p = .837). 
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 Resignation Principle. For the resignation principle, there was a main effect of targeted 
race, F(2, 1075) = 8.39, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was also a main effect of political leaning, 
F(1, 1075) = 133.24, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11. The main effects were qualified by a significant 
interaction, F(2, 1075) = 22.24, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. There was a simple main effect for 
conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 10.12, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom the principle was endorsed more 
in the anti-White condition compared to the anti-Black (p < .001) and control (p < .001) 
conditions, with no difference between the anti-Black and control conditions (p = .451). there 
was also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 20.13, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, for whom the 
principle was endorsed more in the anti-Black condition compared to the anti-White (p < .001) 
and control (p < .001) conditions, with no difference between the anti-White and control 
conditions (p = .329). 
Current Character Principle. For the current character principle, there was a main 
effect of targeted race, F(2, 1074) = 7.66, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01. There was also a main effect of 
political leaning, F(1, 1074) = 47.18, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. The main effects were qualified by a 
significant interaction, F(2, 1074) = 12.76, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was a simple main effect 
for conservatives, F(2, 1074) = 12.67, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, for whom the principle was endorsed 
more in the anti-White condition compared to the anti-Black condition (p = .002) and the control 
condition (p < .001), while the principle was still endorsed marginally more in the anti-Black 
condition than the control condition (p = .052). There was also a simple main effect for liberals, 
F(2, 1074) = 6.30, p = .002, ηp
2 = .01, for whom the principle was endorsed more in the anti-
Black condition compared to the anti-White (p = .001) and control conditions (p = .005), while 
there was no difference between the anti-White and control conditions (p = .560). 
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 Time Principle. For the time principle, there was a marginal effect of targeted race, F(2, 
1074) = 2.81, p = .061, ηp
2 = .005. There was also a marginal effect of political leaning, F(1, 
1074) = 3.46, p = .063, ηp
2 = .003. Contrary to our predictions, there was no interaction, F(2, 
1074) = 1.28, p = .278, ηp
2 = .002.  
 Age Principle. For the age principle, there was a main effect of targeted race, F(2, 1075) 
= 3.68, p = .026, ηp
2 = .01. There was no main effect of political leaning, F(1, 1075) = 1.84, p = 
.176, ηp
2 = .002. There was a marginal interaction, F(2, 1075) = 2.50, p = .083, ηp
2 = .005. There 
was no simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 0.18, p = .838, ηp
2 < .001. But there 
was a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 6.31, p = .002, ηp
2 = .01, for whom the 
principle was endorsed less in the anti-Black condition compared to the anti-White (p = .013) 
and control (p = .001) conditions, with no difference between the anti-White and control 
conditions (p = .311). 
Changing Judgement 
Next we examined the different factors that may or may not have changed participants’ 
judgements of the public figure in the present. The estimated marginal means and standard 
deviations are available in Table 12. The pattern of results was largely the same as in Study 2, 
with the presence of an apology, contributing money to relevant causes, and acknowledging past 
mistakes as the highest rated for redemption and publicly shaming others for similar tweets as 
the most inclined to make things worse. 
Additional Dependent Variables 
 Though we did not have stated hypotheses for this set of variables, we expected them to 
follow a similar pattern to the judgement, subjective circumstances, and general principle 
variables in which conservatives express more anger in response to anti-White tweets and see 
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anti-White tweets as more representative of the true self, while liberals express more anger to 
anti-Black tweets and see anti-Black tweets as more representative of the true self. We tested this 
pattern via the targeted race × political leaning interaction. The estimated marginal means and 
standard errors can be found in Table 13.  
 Anger. When it came to anger, was a main effect of targeted race, F(2, 1075) = 34.41, p 
< .001, ηp
2 = .06. There was also a main effect of political leaning, F(2, 1075) = 49.19, p < .001, 
ηp
2 = .04. The main effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(2, 1075) = 52.20, p < 
.001, ηp
2 = .09. There was a simple main effect for conservatives, F(2, 1075) = 19.21, p < .001, 
ηp
2 = .04, for whom anti-White tweets invoked more anger than both anti-Black (p = .001) and 
control (p < .001) tweets, with anti-Black tweets still worse than control (p = .004). There was 
also a simple main effect for liberals, F(2, 1075) = 68.02, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11, for whom anti-
Black tweets invoked more anger than anti-White (p < .001) and control (p = .001) tweets, with 
control worse than anti-White (p = .016). 
True Self. As stated above, true self was measured using both categorical and continuous 
items. The continuous measure was analyzed using the same ANOVA model as the judgement, 
subjective circumstances, general principle, and anger variables. There was a main effect of 
targeted race, F(2, 1074) = 9.64, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was also a main effect of political 
leaning, F(1, 1074) = 6.60, p = .010, ηp
2 = .01. As predicted, the main effects were qualified by a 
significant interaction, F(2, 1074) = 8.75, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. There was a simple main effect for 
conservatives, F(2, 1074) = 8.68, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, such that anti-White tweets were seen as 
more reflective of the true self than control tweets (p < .001), and marginally more than anti-
Black tweets (p = .085). There was also a main effect for liberals, F(2, 1074) = 8.89, p < .001, 
ηp
2 = .02, for whom anti-Black tweets were more reflective of the true self than anti-White tweets 
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(p < .001) and control tweets (p < .001), with no difference between anti-White and control 
tweets (p = .781). 
For the categorical item, we ran chi-square tests of independence for both liberals and 
conservatives with targeted race and the categorical measure as the factors. For conservatives, 
there was a marginal association between targeted race and true self, χ2 (2) = 4.97, p = .083, 
though there was no difference in percentage between any of the targeted race conditions. For 
liberals, there was a significant association between targeted race and true self, χ2 (2) = 8.36, p = 
.015. The percentage of liberal participants who indicated the tweets reflected on the public 
figure’s true self (rather than their surface self) was significantly higher in the anti-black 
condition compared to the anti-white condition, while the control condition did not differ from 
either. The percentages by cell can be found in Table 14.  
Discussion 
Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Judgement Variables) 
 Hypotheses 1a & 1b (Time & Age Factors). Study 3 provided further support that 
people consider both the passage of time and the age of the transgressor when judging others for 
past offensive statements. People judge more distant transgressions less harshly, and likewise are 
more forgiving of the actions chosen at 16 than 28. As in past studies, these patterns did not 
emerge for apology – people supported the value of an apology quite strongly regardless of the 
distance or age of the transgressor.  
Because we collected a larger sample size and more balanced sample of liberals and 
conservatives in Study 3, we were able to include  the targeted race × political leaning × time 
passed and targeted race × political leaning × age at time of tweet interactions, to examine 
whether age and time effects were moderated by politics and race of target. Overall, political 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   83 
leaning and targeted race did not moderate the main effects of time passed and age, with one 
exception. A marginal targeted race × political leaning × age at time of tweet interaction for the  
resignation variable revealed that liberals tracked the effects of age exclusively for anti-Black 
and control tweets, while conservatives tracked age exclusively for anti-White tweets. This may 
suggest that people are more inclined to consider age when they believe the offense to be more 
serious, but we do not want to speculate too much when this pattern was only found for one 
variable.  
One last interesting point to note is how age and time were interrelated. Not only did 
objective time influence subjective time (more distant incidents felt more remote), but it 
influenced subjective age as well, such that the public figure seemed younger when the 
transgression happened longer ago. Conversely, objective age appeared to influence subjective 
time, making it feel like more time had passed when the public figure had been younger. These 
findings suggest that both variables are considered in a similar way, providing distance from the 
responsibilities of an adult in the present.  
 Hypotheses 2a & 2b (Race & Politics Variables). One of the main purposes of Study 3 
was to provide a clear test of whether both liberals and conservatives react differently to 
offensive statements targeting different racial groups. Our recruitment of equal numbers of 
liberals and conservatives allowed us to investigate this with the statistical power that we were 
lacking in previous studies. Our results were more consistent with symmetry across partisan 
groups than with difference. Not only did liberals consistently show more judgement and 
punitiveness towards anti-Black tweets compared to anti-White tweets, but conservatives also 
consistently showed the opposite pattern, showing more judgement and punitiveness towards 
anti-White tweets. 
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 The control tweet condition shed further light on the nature of these findings. For 
conservatives, control tweets consistently evoked less judgement and punitiveness than both anti-
Black and anti-White tweets. It seems that although Republicans were more sensitive to anti-
White racism, both forms of derogatory race-based language were seen as worse than the simple 
callousness of the control offensive statements. On the other hand, for liberals, there was rarely 
any difference between control tweets and anti-White tweets. This may reflect their belief that 
anti-Black racism present a special kind of offense, possibly due to the history of discrimination 
in the United States, whereas the anti-White statements were not given any additional weight 
compared to normal rudeness.  
Hypotheses 3a & 3b (Subjective Circumstances Variables) 
 Results on moral judgments show that partisans judge some acts more harshly than others 
even for young transgressors and even after considerable time has passed. However, since 
partisans’ reactions to the past tweet basically reflected their judgment of the act’s moral badness 
independent of the effect of time, it is difficult to pinpoint how people weigh time, age, and other 
contextual variables like relevance that normally allow people to determine how much to judge 
someone in the present on the basis of a bad past act. Results for the subjective circumstances 
variables once again show that both liberals and conservatives shift their subjective perception of 
the situation (the temporal distance, age of perpetrator, and relevance of the act) in ways that 
supported the conclusion they wished to draw.  On both sides of the political spectrum, people 
did not simply judge public figures differently for their past offensive statements. They also 
perceived the act as more subjectively recent or distant, the transgressor as youthful or older, and 
thereby shifted their view that the act was (or was not) still relevant to judgement of the public 
figures in the present. Although the actual passage of time promoted forgiveness and younger 
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age mitigated offense, these perceptions of time and age also contained a subjective dimension. 
People felt closer, and felt that the transgressor was younger, when the misdeed was politically 
relevant, allowing them to judge a past act as though it was still fresh and a young transgressor as 
though he was old enough to know better. This was also evident in participants explicit 
evaluations of the psychological statute of limitations of the transgression. People reported that a 
shorter – or longer – number of months and years would need to pass before redemption would 
be possible.  
Hypothesis 4 (Path Analysis) 
 Again we found consistent support for our path model, in which the interaction between 
targeted race and political leaning predicted how long ago the tweets seemed to be, which 
predicted how relevant they seemed to be in the present, which predicted how much the public 
figure was judged, which predicted whether he should be punished. This model has held across 
three studies, illustrating how multiple interrelated processes take place when someone judges an 
offensive statement from the past. As well, Study 3 contributed by illustrating that the indirect 
effect of targeted race is present in both conservatives and liberals, suggesting that the 
contradictory results in Studies 1 and 2 were likely due to error or insufficient power. 
Hypotheses 5a & 5b (General Principle Variables) 
 While the judgement and subjective circumstances variables were particular to the 
specific case of Mike Davis and his tweets, the general principle variables allowed us to assess 
whether participants were also shifting their beliefs about past offensive statements in general in 
order to suit their conclusions about this particular case. We found that both liberals and 
conservatives were willing to shift their principles on the basis of this particular case, with 
conservatives adopting less forgiving principles for anti-White tweets, and liberals adopting 
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harsher principles for anti-Black tweets. This shows that the motivated shifts people undergo 
when they judge specific cases of past moral transgressions may extend to the moral principles 
they hold in general. We would, however, encourage some caution when considering just how 
far this effect may go. We do not know how long these shifts last, at it is conceivable that people 
return to some kind of baseline after the motivated shifts have served their purpose in this 
particular case. We have also not tested whether the shifts in moral principles go on to affect 
future cases. Whatever the true extent of the impact, however, we have shown that people are at 
least willing to openly endorse principles in a motivated manner that suits their impression of the 
current controversy. 
Additional Dependent Variables 
Several of the other dependent variables we investigated help to shine further light on the 
nature of people’s judgements.  
The results for our anger (and outrage) measure showed the same pattern as most of the 
other dependent variables. Anti-White tweets evoked the most anger in conservatives, while anti-
Black tweets evoked the most anger in liberals. The main function of this was to extend our 
findings to self-reported emotion. The pattern appears to hold not just for judgements and 
perceptions of the situation, but feelings about the situation as well.  
Our true self Likert measure as well showed a similar pattern of results to those found in 
our main hypotheses. Conservatives viewed anti-White tweets as reflecting more on the true self, 
while liberals viewed anti-Black tweets as reflecting more on the true self. On one hand, this 
appears to be consistent with our other observed patterns of shifting perceptions to reinforce or 
mitigate blame: if the transgression reflects “true self” then distance and age don’t matter, the 
transgression reflects character as much in the present as it did at the time of occurrence. This is 
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consistent with research on the strategic shifting of lay theories of the fixed or malleable nature 
of morality (Leith et al, 2014).  On the other hand, this finding is notable as it is inconsistent with 
previous findings about the concept of the true self. Across a number of contexts the true self is 
typically seen as inherently good (Newman et al., 2013; Strohminger et al., 2017). Changes 
between moral and immoral behaviour (from the perspective of the observer) are interpreted so 
that the moral behaviour is always seen as reflecting the true self (Newman et al., 2013). In 
contrast, our findings suggest that the presumed nature of the true self is less consistently 
positive than previously assumed. In the absence of a reason to conclude otherwise, people may 
well default to a good true self assumption (Newman et al., 2013). In the context of our study, 
however, liberals and conservatives were motivated to condemn the public figure for some 
offenses more than others. These cases reveal that the belief in a good true self is more 
ephemeral than previously assumed. When motivated to judge harshly, participants were inclined 
to see the person as inherently bad. 
General Discussion 
Across three studies with a total of 2,282 participants, we have illustrated how people 
consider multiple factors and engaged in a number of different cognitive processes when judging 
others for past offensive statements in the public sphere. Several factors include those that we 
might expect to follow the usual process of forgiveness. Participants consistently considered the 
passage of time, judging less and giving less punitive responses when more time had passed (2 
years rather than 7). As well, they were concerned with how old the public figure was when he 
posted the offensive statements online. When he had been considerably younger, not even a legal 
adult (age 16), judgements were less harsh than when he had been much older (age 28).  
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At the same time, we consistently found that the issue of race and politics was important 
when it came to forgiving or condemning the public figure. Liberals gave stronger responses to 
anti-Black statements, believing the public figure to be more blameworthy in the present and 
more deserving of punishment in comparison to anti-White and control statements. 
Conservatives, on the other hand, gave stronger responses to anti-White statements compared to 
anti-Black statements. In the first two studies, the effect was more consistent among liberals than 
conservatives, but because the samples also included a considerably smaller number of 
conservatives it was unclear whether the effect was truly asymmetrical or if there was 
insufficient power for tests focused on conservatives. In Study 3, when we intentionally recruited 
for equal numbers of conservatives, the effect was quite consistent across both partisan groups. 
Our subjective circumstances variables illustrated that it is not just the judgements 
themselves that are influenced by political biases and differing views on racism. People were 
also inclined to shift their perception of the surrounding circumstances in order to justify their 
impressions of the case, making it easier to magnify or minimize the offense. Liberals, naturally, 
shifted their views of the situation to more harshly condemn anti-Black tweets, while 
conservatives shifted their perception to more strongly condemn anti-White tweets. This pattern 
held for a number of different variables. People would shift in how relevant the tweets seemed to 
be, how long the tweets should stay relevant over time (i.e., the statute of limitations), how far 
into the past the tweets seemed to be, and how old the public figure felt at the time the tweets 
were posted.  
How are these judgments connected to one another? Our path models offer one possible 
type of causal process. Participants confronted with a tweet they disfavored perceived it to be 
subjectively more recent and therefore more relevant, which would lead them to place more 
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judgement on the public figure in the present. The harsher moral judgment, in turn, fostered a 
greater endorsement of punishment towards the public figure in the present. By contrast, a 
participant inclined to downplay a past tweet could see it as ancient history, therefore irrelevant 
in the present, less deserving of judgement, and less deserving of punishment. A similar process 
occurred through subjective age – people who saw the target as too young to know better viewed 
the transgression as less relevant, less bad, and less deserving of punishment. Of course, as with 
any mediation model based on correlational data, we propose and test one theoretically plausible 
causal process but cannot be sure of this causal direction. For instance, it could be that harsher 
judgments make a past transgression seem closer, rather than the reverse. Indeed, we expect 
these processes to be bidirectional and mutually reinforcing, and therefore do not argue strongly 
for a single causal direction. Establishing a full causal chain between several serial mediators 
may require a strategy of several studies that manipulate each subsequent variable in the model 
(Spencer et al., 2005), which is well beyond the scope of our current inquiry. 
In Study 3, we broadened the judgement questions to explore whether people – after 
being faced with a particular transgression – would not only judge that transgression differently 
but also endorse different principles of judgment. That is, would participants shift their moral 
principles in general to define what kinds to transgressions deserve redemption and under what 
circumstances? Not only do such findings imply that people’s moral beliefs are quite flexible, 
they also open the possibility that their moral judgements in later situations may be influenced by 
the principles they’ve adopted in the current case. This finding is consistent with other research 
on political casuistry, demonstrating cases where people select different principles for judgment 
in the service of reaching a desired conclusion (Knowles & Ditto, 2012). It is worth noting that 
these motivated shifts did not appear very clearly for the time and age principles, suggesting that 
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people are usually still willing to consider the time that has passed and the age of the transgressor 
when it is relevant. 
Direction of the Effects 
One important question to ask when comparing the tweets against each other is whether a 
given group finds one type of statement to be more offensive than other typical cases, or the 
other type of statement to be less offensive, with the possibility of both taking place 
simultaneously. The control condition in Study 3 allowed us to answer this question by providing 
a baseline against which we could compare the anti-White and anti-Black tweets. For liberals, 
the pattern was relatively consistent across the judgement, subjective circumstances, and general 
principle variables. Anti-Black tweets were seen as worse than both others, and there was little 
difference between the anti-White and control tweets.  
For conservatives, the pattern was a little less consistent. When it came to the judgement 
variables, anti-White tweets were regularly seen as worse than both anti-Black and control 
tweets. But anti-Black tweets were still consistently seen as deserving more judgement and 
punishment than control tweets. This suggests a framework in which all forms of racial 
discrimination are taken more seriously than the simply insensitive nature of the control tweets, 
but greater concern is placed on anti-White statements. When it came to the subjective 
circumstances and general principle variables, however, conservatives did not usually 
differentiate between anti-Black and control tweets. Regardless, for both liberals and 
conservatives the focus appears to be on how the targeting of one particular racial group 
constitutes a more serious offense than the targeting of others. 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   91 
Differences Between Liberals and Conservatives 
In Study 3, when we ensured that the sample had sufficient numbers of both liberals and 
conservatives, both groups consistently showed a simple main effect of targeted race. As 
discussed above, liberals saw anti-Black tweets as worse, while conservatives saw anti-White 
tweets as worse. In this sense, both groups appear to be relatively equivalent (in that they showed 
opposite but equal effects). But there were still differences between liberals and conservatives 
that are worth noting. There was an inconsistent main effect of political leaning, such that 
liberals gave harsher judgements overall compared to conservatives. As well, the simple main 
effect of targeted race shown by liberals typically had a larger effect size than the one shown by 
conservatives. We would caution against reading too much into these differences given that both 
sides demonstrated the differences across tweets that we originally predicted. But it is worth 
considering why liberals might give somewhat stronger responses to our measures. 
Liberals are known to place more importance on issues of racial equality and efforts 
against discrimination, and they are also more concerned with historical and contemporary issues 
with racism against non-White minorities and Black people in particular (Political Typology 
Reveals Deep Fissures on the Right and Left, 2017; Sterling et al., 2019). Indeed, past work has 
shown racial egalitarianism for liberals has the characteristics of a sacred value, something that is 
of great importance and unimpeachable (Tetlock, 2003; Tetlock et al., 2000). Since transgressing 
against a sacred value is not something for which one can be easily forgiven, it would make 
sense that liberals give stronger reactions to racist tweets, and particularly strong reactions to 
tweets presenting anti-Black racism. For conservatives, by contrast, likely do not hold the issue 
of racism to the same level of importance. Different motivations may also play a role. If liberals 
place more emphasis on anti-Black racism due to historical and contemporary threats and 
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conservatives place more emphasis on anti-White racism simply because they believe it is 
overlooked or they think liberals are hypocritical to ignore it, then reactions for this issue may 
well be more stable for liberals than conservatives. Either way, it is important to remember that 
the most consistent effects were in the targeted race × political leaning interactions, and so the 
most important finding is that both groups undergo rather similar motivated shifts in how they 
judge and perceive the situation. 
Motivated Reasoning 
 Most of our findings would be consistent with an account of motivated reasoning, but we 
have not collected enough evidence to confirm that this is in fact what was occurring. Regarding 
the judgement variables, the divergent responses between liberals and conservatives could 
simply reflect divergent attitudes regarding which form of racism is more serious. If liberals 
genuinely saw anti-Black tweets as worse than anti-White tweets, then it would logically follow 
that anti-Black tweets deserved more judgement and more punishment. Conversely, if 
conservatives genuinely saw anti-White tweets as worse than anti-Black tweets, then it would 
follow than anti-White tweets deserved more judgement and punishment. No motivated reason 
must take place when participants’ responses are in accordance with their explicit beliefs.  
 The issue is a little different when we turn to the subjective circumstances variables. 
Some of these variables, such as the current relevance and statute of limitations, could logically 
follow from divergent attitudes, just like the judgement variables. If an offense is seen as more 
serious, then it will feel more relevant to the present. If an offense is seen as more serious, then it 
will take longer to become irrelevant to judging the transgressor. The other two variables, 
subjective time and subjective age, do not follow in the same way. A severe offense does not 
logically entail that less time has passed or that the transgressor was older at the time. Here the 
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motivated reasoning account fits better. Liberals wanted to judge the anti-Black tweets more, so 
they shifted their perceptions in a motivated fashion to make the anti-Black statements seem 
more recent and the public figure who posted them more mature. Conservatives wanted to judge 
the anti-White tweets more, so they underwent a similar motivated shift to make the anti-White 
statements seem more recent and the public figure who posted them as more mature. 
 The general principle variables also appear to best fit the motivated reasoning account. 
This is because in theory the principles in question should apply to both anti-Black and anti-
White tweets. If a liberal participant says that all cases of racist statements (implicitly including 
both anti-Black and anti-White varieties) should be treated more harshly because the participant 
happened to be thinking about a particular anti-Black statement at the time, then motivated 
reasoning has occurred. If they had been thinking about an anti-White statement they would have 
given a different response about the same general principle. To hold contradictory beliefs at 
different times requires a motivated shift. However, we would caution against placing too much 
confidence in this explanation. It is also possible that participants were not paying close attention 
to the different general principle items and simply used them as one more means by which to 
express disapproval of the tweets. 
Limitations 
Self-Report 
One prominent limitation of online survey studies, of which the current research is no 
exception, is that of self-report. We cannot say whether people’s perceptions of the public figure 
in this study would or would not lead them to condemn him in an online context, as we often see 
in real-world controversies. Past research has shown that attitudes assessed in questionnaires are 
not often very effective at predicting real-world behaviour (the attitude-behaviour gap; Higham, 
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Reis, & Cohen, 2016; Shaw, McMaster, & Newholm, 2016; Wiederhold & Martinez, 2018). As 
such it is difficult to say how likely people are to act in the same way were they to encounter the 
offensive tweets on their social media feed. 
Validated Scales 
Another important limitation in the measurement of our variables is the lack of 
previously validated scales. Such scales are typically tested to meet a variety of different criteria 
to ensure the construct is being properly measured, such as convergent validity, discriminant 
validity, and various forms of reliability (Flake et al., 2017; Strauss & Smith, 2009). 
Use of previously validated scales can present a challenge for research on new topics, as 
it can limit the scope of the inquiry or redirect its focus to the measurement itself. To some 
extent our use of new items is due to the large range of constructs we wanted to examine, which 
allowed us to explore which factors were most likely to play an important role. Regardless, use 
of fully validated scales would have strengthened the research by providing a clearer measure of 
the constructs. Notably, there are several validated measures of forgiveness that have been 
shown to meet the requisite criteria and could be adapted to fit the context of our studies (Enright 
et al., 2021; McCullough et al., 1998; Philpot & Hornsey, 2008).  
It is important to note that even in light of our largely untested measures, we did find a 
somewhat consistent pattern of results across all three of our studies. The lack of validated scales 
may provide a partial explanation for the inconsistencies that did appear (such as the simple main 
effects for conservatives) but would likely be secondary to issues of statistical power. Overall, 
the new scales can be seen as somewhat less precise measures of the relevant constructs. 
Generalizability 
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Another important limitation is that of generalizability. Despite replicating our findings 
across three separate studies, the context of each study was generally the same. It was always a 
group of participants from the United States who were reading about the same public figure, 
Mike Davis, a soccer player, who posted statements on the same social media site, that were 
derogatory towards either White people or Black people (or no people in general, in the case of 
Study 3). As such, it is important to consider the extent to which our findings will apply in other 
contexts. 
National Context. Our studies exclusively used citizens in the United States, and the 
majority of participants were White or Black. Perhaps more importantly, we only examined the 
proposed phenomena in the context of American politics and racial issues. The importance of 
this fact depends on the nature of our findings. If the targeted race × political leaning interaction 
reflects a general tendency to condemn people for violating the values of one’s political in-
group, then it is more likely to generalize across different contexts. But to the extent that the 
interaction is due to the particular differences in partisan ideology, then it likely will not work in 
the same way in different countries with different political landscapes. 
Time Frame. All three studies operationalized the factor of time passed by manipulating 
the tweets to have been posted either 2 or 7 years ago. But statements can resurface after a much 
longer period of time. Would the effect be the same if 40 years had passed? We might just expect 
the difference between conditions to be stronger, but it is unclear if people track time in such a 
linear way. They may instead simply differentiate between the near and distant past as two 
categories, or the impact of time may provide diminishing returns in a logarithmic pattern, as 
was found by McCullough and colleagues (2010). To go in the other direction, what would 
happen if the tweets had all been posted just yesterday? Would we see the same effects of 
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targeted race and political leaning? Does nothing else change if the passage of time is removed 
from the equation? 
Other Issues. In this paper, we looked at the issue of racism in particular. This issue was 
of interest for a number of reasons. It can be unclear how much concern liberals and 
conservatives have about both anti-Black and anti-White racism because it is socially undesirable 
to express any prejudice explicitly. However, liberals and conservatives showed sharply 
divergent reactions to anti-Black and anti-White racism. The between-subjects design and some 
of the subtle dependent measures illuminated this pattern which may not otherwise be explicitly 
acknowledged. Racism is also a particularly sensitive topic, and for that reason may elicit 
stronger reactions. We might speculate that these factors would apply to other cases of prejudice 
with a liberal-conservative divide, such as hatred against men vs against women, or against 
straight people vs against the LGBT community. However, we are limited in the claims we can 
make about generalizability because we did not test online transgressions other than racism. It 
may also be the case that conservatives’ stronger reaction to anti-White racism is in part because 
they see liberals as hypocritically unconcerned about this form of prejudice; these motivations 
cannot be established in the current research. Issues outside of the realm of prejudice may also 
reveal differences between liberals’ and conservatives’ reactions to perceived online 
transgressions (e.g., gun control, abortion rights), but partisan differences in such debates are 
much more explicit. Disagreements over these issues may not be treated like transgressions, 
though it is likely (but not that interesting) that partisan differences in judgment would emerge.  
We also focused on ideology rather than group membership. In the current studies, it was 
presumed that liberals condemned the public figure more for anti-Black tweets because his 
statements violated liberal values, and that conservatives condemned him more for anti-White 
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tweets because they violated conservative values. We gave the participants no explicit indication 
whether the public figure was a liberal or a conservative. By contrast, if we had a liberal vs a 
conservative do something that both sides equally agree is immoral, would we see the same 
mechanisms at play? Past research suggests the answer is yes, showing that the party behind the 
policy is often more important that the policy itself when it comes to partisan support (Boven et 
al., 2018; Cohen, 2003; Ehret et al., 2018). On this basis we would predict that liberals would 
condemn conservatives more for offensive tweets, whereas conservatives would condemn 
liberals more. But the idea is yet to be tested in the context of social media. 
Future Directions 
Participant Race and Politics 
 One of the main limitations of Study 2 was how our limited number of Black 
conservatives made it difficult to analyze the targeted race × political leaning interaction for a 
sample of Black participants, or alternatively, analyze a full participant race × targeted race × 
political leaning interaction with sufficient power. Future studies could select for a larger number 
of Black conservatives in order to make these analyses possible. 
Redemption 
A question that is yet to be resolved is why some people recover from the unearthing of 
their past offensive statements, while others do not. Recall the case of Justin Trudeau, a 
politician who presented himself as a progressive paragon but was found to be wearing 
Blackface in old photos (Cecco, 2019). Trudeau went on to win the election for Prime Minister 
of Canada just five weeks later. What allows someone to make such a remarkable recovery? 
There are a number of ways one could conceivably distance themselves from their past remarks. 
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 Apology. Research has shown that apology can have a reparative effect in many contexts 
(Kammrath & Peetz, 2012; Schumann & Dragotta, 2020), and in our changing judgements 
variables, apologizing for the tweets was one of the factors that people said would make them 
judge the public figure more charitably. But formal apologies are common in public cases, and 
people don’t always find them convincing. So the type of apology might be important as well, 
including whether one acknowledges the wrong that was committed and takes full responsibility 
(Schumman & Dragotta, 2020). 
 Personal Growth. Another factor that may distance someone from their past offensive 
statements is any evidence of personal growth since the statements were made. When someone 
commits a transgression, they are often motivated to act in a moral manner to compensate 
(Jordan, Mullen, & Murnighan, 2011; West & Zhong, 2015). We know little, however, about 
whether these reparative acts function to absolve the original harm in the eyes of others. Would 
recent support for racial justice help to redeem a public figure like Mike Davis in the eyes of 
others? If so, how much would it take? Our changing judgement variables suggest that people do 
value personal growth, indicating that they would judge the public figure more charitably if they 
learned that the person had“…actively contributed time and money to anti-discrimination causes 
in the recent past.” or “…publicly acknowledged their past mistakes and personal growth.” 
 Discovery of the Statements. The possibility of redemption may also depend on how the 
past statements or actions were brought into the public eye. When a past transgression is brought 
to light after having been deliberately concealed by the offender, observers may be considerably 
more skeptical of any apology delivered under those conditions. Concealment is not just a form 
of deception, but also in a way a refusal to take responsibility. Much like in the case of 
apologies, it would likely be harder for someone to gain sympathy if they have previously 
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attempted to avoid acknowledging the offense. By contrast, if a public figure were to air their 
own past mistakes before they were forced to do so, people might be willing to believe they are 
taking responsibility and trying to make amends. This is shown in participants’ responses to our 
changing judgement variables, where publicly apologizing before the tweets were discovered (M 
= 1.3 in Study 2, M = 1.4 in Study 3) was seen as much more helpful than apologizing after they 
were discovered (M = 0.8 in Study 2, M = 0.8 in Study 3). 
Social Media 
As stated above, one limitation of the current research is that participants responded to 
the tweets in the context of an anonymous survey. It is difficult to discern to what extent people 
might act differently when exposed to such cases on social media. The online context could 
change things in several ways. On social media, statements and actions are preserved in a 
(somewhat) permanent and public record, making it easier for past missteps to resurface. This 
issue was mostly addressed by the current research. But online forums also provide a greater 
degree of distance from the situation, both through physical and emotional distance, and 
sometimes anonymity. As well, the public and widely connected nature of these forums means 
that people are considering (or failing to consider) the image they are projecting to others. These 
are issues that still need to be considered in future work. But to manipulate factors such as 
anonymity and the difference between social media and other contexts will take careful research 
design in order to overcome various methodological and ethical complications. Tools that 
simulate the environment of social media, such as the Mock Social Media Website Tool (Jagayat 
et al., 2021) may help to bring this research closer into a real-world context. 
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Conclusion 
 The current research provides one piece of the puzzle when it comes to judgements of 
past offenses from public figures that have resurfaced. People appear to take a number of factors 
into account when determining the level of blame and appropriate punishment for offensive 
statements. These include things such as the passage of time and the age of the transgressor, both 
of which fit the standard model of the process of forgiveness. But political leaning is important 
as well, with partisans motivated to condemn different forms of racism at differing levels of 
severity based on their ideology. Such motivated shifts in judgement also apply to their 
subjective perception of the situation itself, leading to two diverging account of the public figure 
and the offense they committed.  
 However, one piece does not make a complete picture. There is still much work to be 
done if we are to develop a thorough understanding of this phenomena. A multitude of questions 
persist. Do people react in the same way in different political contexts? What factors are more 
likely to lead to redemption than others? How does behaviour differ between contexts within and 
outside social media, or on and off the internet?  
 With more and more of our social interactions taking place online, it is likely that the 
issue will only grow in importance. Given the constant debate over how it should be dealt with 
(Hagi, 2019; Furdyk, 2020; Romano, 2020; Tensley, 2020), it is tempting to look for one 
“solution” that will fit all of the relevant cases, in order to resolve the conflict once and for all. 
But the issue is simply too complex to approach with that mindset. It requires carefully 
consideration of all of the different cases and how they differ in context and severity. While as a 
society we may aspire towards an effective and balanced approach to this phenomenon, we must 
first develop a better understanding of the forces at play. 
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Table 1. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For tweet evaluation. (Study 1) 
Politics 































































Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for both anti-Black and anti-White tweets.  
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Table 2. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For judgement variables. (Study 1) 
 Politics 
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Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for both anti-Black and anti-White tweets.  
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Table 3. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For subjective circumstances variables. 
(Study 1) 
























































































Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for both anti-Black and anti-White tweets.  
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Table 4. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For tweet evaluation. (Study 2) 
Politics 































































Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for both anti-Black and anti-White tweets.  
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Table 5. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For judgement variables. (Study 2) 
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Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for both anti-Black and anti-White tweets. All means and effects are collapsed across participant race. 
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Table 6. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For subjective circumstances variables. 
(Study 2) 
























































































Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for both anti-Black and anti-White tweets.  
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Table 7. 
Means and standard deviations for factors that would change people’s judgements. (Study 2) 
“If I learned this person publicly apologized 
after the tweets were discovered.” 
0.80 (0.84) 
“If I learned this person had already publicly 
apologized before the tweets were 
discovered.” 
1.26 (0.88) 
“If I learned this person had actively 
contributed time and money to anti-
discrimination causes in the recent past. 
1.10 (0.95) 
“If I learned this person publicly 
acknowledged their past mistakes and 
personal growth.” 
1.28 (0.82) 
“If I learned this person emphasized how 
harmless jokes on twitter often get 
misunderstood.” 
-0.54 (1.20) 
“I learned this person had deleted these tweets 
long before they came to light.” 
0.18 (1.00) 
“If I learned that this person emphasized how 
social norms were different back when he sent 
those tweets.” 
-0.54 (1.11) 
“If I learned this person had publicly shamed 
others for similar kinds of tweets.” 
-0.82 (1.18) 
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Note. Scale ranges from -2.00 to 2.00. Negative values indicate that the participant would judge the public figure more harshly, while 
positive values indicate that the participant would judge them more charitably. 
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Table 8. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For tweet evaluation. (Study 3) 
Politics 
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Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for anti-Black, anti-White, and control tweets.  
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Table 9. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For judgement variables. (Study 3) 
 Politics 
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Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for anti-Black, anti-White, and control tweets.  
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Table 10. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For subjective circumstances variables. 
(Study 3) 

















































































































Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for anti-Black, anti-White, and control tweets.   
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Table 11. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For general principle variables. (Study 3) 
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Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for anti-Black, anti-White, and control tweets.  
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Table 12. 
Means and standard deviations for factors that would change people’s judgements. (Study 3) 
“If I learned this person publicly apologized 
after the tweets were discovered.” 
0.75 (0.83) 
“If I learned this person had already publicly 
apologized before the tweets were 
discovered.” 
1.38 (0.80) 
“If I learned this person had actively 
contributed time and money to anti-
discrimination causes in the recent past.” 
1.15 (0.93) 
“If I learned this publicly acknowledged their 
past mistakes and personal growth.” 
1.35 (0.76) 
“If I learned this person emphasized how 
harmless jokes on twitter often get 
misunderstood.” 
-0.64 (1.16) 
“I learned this person had deleted these tweets 
long before they came to light.” 
0.20 (0.98) 
“If I learned that this person emphasized how 
social norms were different back when he sent 
those tweets.” 
-0.55 (1.05) 
“If I learned this person had publicly shamed 
others for similar kinds of tweets.” 
-1.03 (1.10) 
 
Note. Scale ranges from -2.00 to 2.00. Negative values indicate that the participant would judge the public figure more harshly, while 
positive values indicate that the participant would judge them more charitably. 
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Table 13. 
Estimated marginal means and standard errors by cell with significant simple main effects. For additional analyses. (Study 3) 
































































Note. Different subscript letters across means denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference). First subscript 
refers to simple effects of targeted race within both conservatives and liberals. Second subscript refers to simple effects of political 
leaning for anti-Black, anti-White, and control tweets.  
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Table 14.  
Percentages by cell for categorical true self variable. (Study 3) 



















39.13a 45.52a 32.89a 39.08 56.71a 41.45b 47.14a,b 47.97 48.00 43.20 41.16 44.00 
Surface 
Self 
60.87a 54.48a 67.11a 60.92 43.29a 58.55b 52.86a,b 52.03 52.00 56.80 58.84 66.00 
Note. Percentages are the proportion of participants who chose the given option (true self or surface self) within the targeted race 
condition. Different subscript letters across percentages denotes a significant difference (but not the direction of the difference) across 
conditions of targeted race.  
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Figure 1 




Note. e and e’ represent the total and direct effects of the interaction between political leaning and target race on employer 
punishment.
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Figure 2 
Standardized Regression Coefficients for Path Analysis. (Study 2) 
 
 
Note. e and e’ represent the total and direct effects of the interaction between political leaning and target race on employer 
punishment. 
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Figure 3 
Standardized Regression Coefficients for Path Analysis. (Study 3) 
 
 
Note. e and e’ represent the total and direct effects of the interaction between political leaning and target race on employer 
punishment. Participants in control targeted race condition were not included in the analysis. 
 
  




Project Title: Reading About Past Public Statements  
Wilfrid Laurier University: Waterloo, Ontario, Canada 
 
Primary Researchers:  
 
Sarah Williams (PhD student, Department of Psychology – will9610@mylaurier.ca)  
Dr. Anne Wilson (Professor, Department of Psychology - awilson@wlu.ca) 
 
 [Compensation: $0.75] 
Duration: 20 minutes 
[Location:  Online] 
 
You are invited to participate in an online study about public statements that occurred in the past. As 
a participant, this study will involve thinking about past statements that involved public figures and 
answering questions regarding a variety of personal opinions. Please note that some statements 
may include language and subject matter that individuals may find vulgar or offensive.  
You will also be asked to provide basic demographic information, such as age and gender. This 
project has been reviewed and approved by the Wilfrid Laurier University Research Ethics Board 
(REB #4729). Currently, we are recruiting 200 participants (over 17 years of age; male and female). 
 
Study 2 
Project Title: Reading About Past Public Statements  
Wilfrid Laurier University: Waterloo, Ontario, Canada 
 
Primary Researchers:  
 
Andrew Dawson (MA student, Department of Psychology – daws6340@mylaurier.ca) 
Sarah Williams (PhD student, Department of Psychology – will9610@mylaurier.ca)  
Dr. Anne Wilson (Professor, Department of Psychology - awilson@wlu.ca) 
 
[Compensation: $2.00 US] 
[Duration: 20 minutes] 
[Location:  Online] 
 
You are invited to participate in an online study about public statements that occurred in the 
past. As a participant, this study will involve thinking about past statements that involved public 
figures and answering questions regarding a variety of personal opinions. Please note that 
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some statements may include language and subject matter that are vulgar, violent, and 
prejudiced.  
You will also be asked to provide basic demographic information, such as age, gender, and 
race. This project has been reviewed and approved by the Wilfrid Laurier University Research 




Project Title: Reading About Past Public Statements  
Wilfrid Laurier University: Waterloo, Ontario, Canada 
 
Primary Researchers:  
Andrew Dawson (MA student, Department of Psychology – daws6340@mylaurier.ca) 
Sarah Williams (PhD student, Department of Psychology – will9610@mylaurier.ca)  
Dr. Anne Wilson (Professor, Department of Psychology - awilson@wlu.ca) 
 
[Compensation: $2.00 US] 
[Duration: 20 minutes] 
[Location:  Online] 
 
You are invited to participate in an online study about public statements that occurred in the past. As 
a participant, this study will involve thinking about past statements that involved public figures and 
answering questions regarding a variety of personal opinions. Please note that some statements 
may include language and subject matter that are vulgar, violent, and prejudiced. You will also 
be asked to provide basic demographic information, such as age, gender, and race. This project has 
been reviewed and approved by the Wilfrid Laurier University Research Ethics Board (REB #6353). 
Currently, we are recruiting 1200 participants (18 years of age or over). 
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Appendix B 
Informed Consent Forms 
Study 1 
WILFRID LAURIER UNIVERSITY PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT  
 
 
Memories of Past Public Events 
 
Sarah Williams, PhD Student, Department of Psychology 
Dr. Anne Wilson, Professor, Department of Psychology 
 
INFORMATION 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by Dr. Anne Wilson with PhD 
student Sarah Williams. In this study, we are interested in people’s thoughts about public statements 
that occurred in the past. The details of the study cannot be fully explained at this time, but you will 
receive a complete debriefing at the end of your participation.  
The study takes place completely online, will take approximately 10-20 minutes to complete, and will 
involve thinking about past statements made by public figures and answering questions regarding a 
variety of personal opinions. A number of past statements from a variety of public figures have been 
compiled, however you will be randomly assigned to respond to an event from just one of 
these figures. You will also be asked to provide basic demographic information, such as age and 
gender. 200 participants will be recruited for this study from Mechanical Turk; age range can be 18+ 
in the Mechanical Turk sample. 
 




There may be some discomfort experienced when considering past statements that may be 
unpleasant. You may be asked to contemplate statements made by a public figure that you 
either like or dislike, or whose statements evoke strong feelings and opinions. These feelings 
are normal and should be temporary. All events are among those you are likely to be exposed to in 
daily life on the news, so they do not represent a higher risk of discomfort than daily life. Please 
know that you are free to skip any question or procedure and/or withdraw from the study at any time. 
If any negative feelings persist or worsen after the study, we encourage you to contact the 
researchers. However, it is worth noting that if you find yourself troubled with any lasting or severe 
negative emotions or have concerns about any feelings induced in this study, you may want to 
consider reviewing the list of links to counseling services that may be available in your area. If you 
do not live in any of the areas listed, we suggest that you contact your local mental health facility. 
  
• CounselorFind - National Board of Certified Counselors (for participants from the United States) 
• Counseling and therapy services at Yahoo! Directory  
• Your Life Counts - Crisis Lines 
 
BENEFITS 
As a participant in this study, you will contribute to the development of knowledge in social 
psychology. You will also learn about the research methods used by social psychologists. 
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CONFIDENTIALITY 
Your data will be confidential, which means no one other than Sarah Williams and Dr. Anne Wilson, 
and the psychology department computer technician (Andrew Piatek) will see your responses and/or 
have access to your data. Please note, however, that while in transmission on the internet, 
confidentiality of data cannot be guaranteed. All data will be stored on a password protected 
computer in Dr. Anne Wilson’s locked lab at Wilfrid Laurier University. Anne Wilson will delete any 
identifying information from the data file by December 20, 2018. The anonymous data file will be 
maintained indefinitely. Data will be presented in aggregate (e.g., means) in any publications 
resulting from this study. 
 
COMPENSATION  
For your participation, you will receive $1.00 U.S. through Mechanical Turk. If you withdraw from the 
study prior to its completion, you will still receive the same amount of payment. Any compensation 
received related to the participation in this research study is taxable. It is the participant’s 
responsibility to report the amount received for income tax purposes and Wilfrid Laurier University 
will not issue a tax receipt for the amount received. 
 
CONTACT  
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures (or you experience adverse 
effects as a result of participating in this study), you may contact the student researcher, Sarah 
Williams, at will9610@mylaurier.ca or the supervisor, Dr. Anne Wilson, at the Psychology Dept., 
Wilfrid Laurier University, Office N2075A, and 519-884-0710, x3037, or awilson@wlu.ca.  This 
project has been reviewed and approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB #4729).  If 
you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a 
participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. 




Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty.  If you 
decide to participate, you have the right to skip any question or procedure you choose. You may 
withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed, but have 
consented, the computer program (i.e., Qualtrics) will automatically save your partial responses, you 
will still receive compensation through Mechanical Turk. If you withdraw from the study, please 
either click through the study pages without answering until you receive the debriefing, or 
contact the researcher (will9610@mylaurier.ca) so that the debriefing can be emailed to 
you. Your data cannot be withdrawn once data collection is complete because data are stored 
without identifiers.  
 
FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION  
If you are interested in the results of this study, you will be given the opportunity to email the 
researchers, who will email you a summary of the study’s results by March 1, 2019 when the study 
will be complete. Your email will be deleted permanently after results are emailed. The results 
may be presented at conference presentations and/or included within a journal article. 
 
We recommend that you print or save a copy of this form for your records. 
 
CONSENT:  
___ I have read and understand the above information. I agree to participate in this study. 
___ I have read and understand the above information. I do not want to participate in this study. 
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The content of this study involves exposure to, and questions about, statements made 
by public figures. Some of these statements involve language that could be 
considered vulgar or offensive, as well as topics or opinions that could be 
considered offensive. Although we truly value your responses to this important topic, 
we want you to be aware that we fully protect your right to skip any question without 
penalty. You may always omit responses to particular questions, or you may choose at 
any point to skip to the end of the survey and still receive compensation. 
  
If you do not wish to be exposed to any of the study material, you may discontinue your 
participation in this survey now. If you choose to go ahead you can still choose to skip 
forward ad omit responses to any question. 
  
Would you like to discontinue the survey at this point to avoid exposure to potentially vulgar or 
offensive language or topics? You will still receive the compensation for this study. 
___ I am willing to continue this survey. 
___ I would like to discontinue this survey [this option will bring you to the end of the survey]. 
 
Study 2 




Reading About Past Public Statements 
 
Andrew Dawson, MA student, Department of Psychology 
Sarah Williams, PhD Student, Department of Psychology 
Dr. Anne Wilson, Professor, Department of Psychology 
 
INFORMATION 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by Dr. Anne Wilson with PhD 
student Sarah Williams and MA student Andrew Dawson. In this study, we are interested in people’s 
thoughts about public statements that occurred in the past. The details of the study cannot be fully 
explained at this time, but you will receive a complete debriefing at the end of your participation.  
 
The study takes place completely online, will take approximately 20 minutes to complete, and will 
involve thinking about past statements made by public figures and answering questions regarding a 
variety of personal opinions. A number of past statements from a variety of public figures have been 
compiled, however you will be randomly assigned to respond to an event from just one of these 
figures. You will also be asked to provide basic demographic information, such as age, gender and 
race. Eight hundred participants will be recruited for this study from Mechanical Turk. All participants 
must be 18+ years of age. 
  
Please note that some statements may include language and subject matter that are vulgar, violent, 
and prejudiced. There will be an exit button on each page allowing you to withdraw at any time 
without loss of compensation. The views presented in the statements do not reflect those of the 
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researchers, or of Wilfrid Laurier University. 
 
RISKS 
There may be some discomfort experienced when considering past statements that may be 
unpleasant. You may be asked to contemplate statements made by a public figure that you either 
like or dislike, or whose statements evoke strong feelings and opinions. These feelings are normal 
and should be temporary. All events are among those you are likely to be exposed to in daily life on 
the news, and should not represent a higher risk of discomfort than you might experience in daily 
life. Please know that you are free to skip any question or procedure and/or withdraw from the study 
at any time. If any negative feelings persist or worsen after the study, we encourage you to contact 
the researchers. However, it is worth noting that if you find yourself troubled with any lasting or 
severe negative emotions or have concerns about any feelings induced in this study, you may want 
to consider reviewing the list of links to counseling services that may be available in your area. If you 
do not live in any of the areas listed, we suggest that you contact your local mental health facility. 
  
https://yourlifecounts.org/ (Crisis line) 
https://www.ccpa-accp.ca/find-a-canadian-certified-counsellor/ (for Canadian participants) 
https://www.nbcc.org/search/counselorfind (for American participants) 
 
BENEFITS 
As a participant in this study, you will contribute to the development of knowledge in social 
psychology. You will also learn about the research methods used by social psychologists. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Your data will be confidential, which means no one other than Sarah Williams, Andrew Dawson, Dr. 
Anne Wilson, and the psychology department computer technician (Andrew Piatek) will see your 
responses and/or have access to your data. Please note, however, that while in transmission on the 
internet, confidentiality of data cannot be guaranteed. The researchers acknowledge that the host of 
the online survey (Qualtrics) may automatically collect participant data without their knowledge (i.e., 
IP addresses); however, the researchers will not use or save this information. All data will be stored 
on password-protected protected laptops belonging to Dr. Anne Wilson, Andrew Dawson, and Sarah 
Williams. Anne Wilson will delete any identifying information from the data file by January 20, 2020. 
The anonymous data file will be maintained indefinitely and may be analyzed in the future as part of 
a separate project (i.e., secondary data analysis). Should the data be reanalyzed, other authorized 
researchers in Dr. Anne Wilson’s lab may be given access to the data. Data will be presented in 
aggregate (e.g., means) in any publications resulting from this study. 
 
COMPENSATION  
For your participation, you will receive $2.00 U.S. through Mechanical Turk. If you withdraw from the 
study prior to its completion, you will still receive the same amount of payment; however, you must 
click to the very end of the survey for the HIT code. Any compensation received related to the 
participation in this research study is taxable. It is the participant’s responsibility to report the amount 




If you have questions at any time about the study, procedures, or your compensation (or you 
experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study), you may contact the student 
researchers, Sarah Williams or Andrew Dawson, at will9610@mylaurier.ca and 
daws6340@mylaurier.ca respectively, or their supervisor, Dr. Anne Wilson, at the Psychology Dept., 
Wilfrid Laurier University, Office N2075A, and 519-884-0710, x3037, or awilson@wlu.ca.   
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This project has been reviewed and approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB 
#6353), which is supported by the Research Support Fund.  If you feel you have not been treated 
according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been 
violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. Jayne Kalmar, Chair, Wilfrid Laurier 
University Research Ethics Board, (519) 884-1970, x3131 or REBchair@wlu.ca. 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty.  If you 
decide to participate, you have the right to skip any question or procedure you choose. You may 
withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed, your data will 
be destroyed. If you withdraw from the study, please either click through the study pages without 
answering until you receive the debriefing, or contact one of the researchers so that the debriefing 
can be emailed to you. Your data cannot be withdrawn once data collection is complete because 
data are stored without identifiers.  
 
FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION  
If you are interested in the results of this study, you will be given the opportunity to email the 
researchers, who will email you a summary of the study’s results by July 1, 2020 when the study will 
be complete.  Your email will be deleted permanently after results are emailed. The results may be 
presented at conference presentations and/or included within a journal article and/or made available 
through Open Access resources. The findings may also be included in Andrew Dawson’s MA thesis. 
 
We recommend that you print or save a copy of this form for your records. 
 
CONSENT:  
___ I have read and understand the above information. I agree to participate in this study. 
___ I have read and understand the above information. I do not want to participate in this study. 
 
The content of this study involves exposure to, and questions about, statements made 
by public figures. Some of these statements involve language that could be considered 
vulgar or offensive, as well as topics or opinions that could be considered offensive. 
Although we truly value your responses to this important topic, we want you to be aware 
that we fully protect your right to skip any question without penalty. You may always 
omit responses to particular questions, or you may choose at any point to skip to the 
end of the survey and still receive compensation. 
  
If you do not wish to be exposed to any of the study material, you may discontinue your 
participation in this survey now. If you choose to go ahead you can still choose to skip 
forward ad omit responses to any question. 
  
Would you like to discontinue the survey at this point to avoid exposure to potentially vulgar or 
offensive language or topics? You will still receive the compensation for this study. 
___ I am willing to continue this survey. 
___ I would like to discontinue this survey [this option will bring you to the end of the survey]. 








Reading About Past Public Statements 
 
Andrew Dawson, MA student, Department of Psychology 
Sarah Williams, PhD Student, Department of Psychology 
Dr. Anne Wilson, Professor, Department of Psychology 
 
INFORMATION 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by Dr. Anne Wilson with PhD 
student Sarah Williams and MA student Andrew Dawson. In this study, we are interested in people’s 
thoughts about public statements that occurred in the past. The details of the study cannot be fully 
explained at this time, but you will receive a complete debriefing at the end of your participation.  
 
The study takes place completely online, will take approximately 20 minutes to complete, and will 
involve thinking about past statements made by public figures and answering questions regarding a 
variety of personal opinions. A number of past statements from a variety of public figures have been 
compiled, however you will be randomly assigned to respond to an event from just one of these 
figures. You will also be asked to provide basic demographic information, such as age, gender and 
race. Eight hundred participants will be recruited for this study from Mechanical Turk. All participants 
must be 18+ years of age. 
  
Please note that some statements may include language and subject matter that are vulgar, violent, 
and prejudiced. There will be an exit button on each page allowing you to withdraw at any time 
without loss of compensation. The views presented in the statements do not reflect those of the 
researchers, or of Wilfrid Laurier University. 
 
RISKS 
There may be some discomfort experienced when considering past statements that may be 
unpleasant. You may be asked to contemplate statements made by a public figure that you either 
like or dislike, or whose statements evoke strong feelings and opinions. These feelings are normal 
and should be temporary. All events are among those you are likely to be exposed to in daily life on 
the news, and should not represent a higher risk of discomfort than you might experience in daily 
life. Please know that you are free to skip any question or procedure and/or withdraw from the study 
at any time. If any negative feelings persist or worsen after the study, we encourage you to contact 
the researchers. However, it is worth noting that if you find yourself troubled with any lasting or 
severe negative emotions or have concerns about any feelings induced in this study, you may want 
to consider reviewing the list of links to counseling services that may be available in your area. If you 
do not live in any of the areas listed, we suggest that you contact your local mental health facility. 
  
https://yourlifecounts.org/ (Crisis line) 
https://www.ccpa-accp.ca/find-a-canadian-certified-counsellor/ (for Canadian participants) 
https://www.nbcc.org/search/counselorfind (for American participants) 
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BENEFITS 
As a participant in this study, you will contribute to the development of knowledge in social 
psychology. You will also learn about the research methods used by social psychologists. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Your data will be confidential, which means no one other than Sarah Williams, Andrew Dawson, Dr. 
Anne Wilson, and the psychology department computer technician (Andrew Piatek) will see your 
responses and/or have access to your data. Please note, however, that while in transmission on the 
internet, confidentiality of data cannot be guaranteed. The researchers acknowledge that the host of 
the online survey (Qualtrics) may automatically collect participant data without their knowledge (i.e., 
IP addresses); however, the researchers will not use or save this information. All data will be stored 
on password-protected protected laptops belonging to Dr. Anne Wilson, Andrew Dawson, and Sarah 
Williams. Anne Wilson will delete any identifying information from the data file by January 20, 2020. 
The anonymous data file will be maintained indefinitely and may be analyzed in the future as part of 
a separate project (i.e., secondary data analysis). Should the data be reanalyzed, other authorized 
researchers in Dr. Anne Wilson’s lab may be given access to the data. Data will be presented in 
aggregate (e.g., means) in any publications resulting from this study. 
 
COMPENSATION  
For your participation, you will receive $2.00 U.S. through Mechanical Turk. If you withdraw from the 
study prior to its completion, you will still receive the same amount of payment; however, you must 
click to the very end of the survey for the HIT code. Any compensation received related to the 
participation in this research study is taxable. It is the participant’s responsibility to report the amount 




If you have questions at any time about the study, procedures, or your compensation (or you 
experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study), you may contact the student 
researchers, Sarah Williams or Andrew Dawson, at will9610@mylaurier.ca and 
daws6340@mylaurier.ca respectively, or their supervisor, Dr. Anne Wilson, at the Psychology Dept., 
Wilfrid Laurier University, Office N2075A, and 519-884-0710, x3037, or awilson@wlu.ca.   
  
This project has been reviewed and approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB 
#6353), which is supported by the Research Support Fund.  If you feel you have not been treated 
according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been 
violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. Jayne Kalmar, Chair, Wilfrid Laurier 
University Research Ethics Board, (519) 884-1970, x3131 or REBchair@wlu.ca. 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty.  If you 
decide to participate, you have the right to skip any question or procedure you choose. You may 
withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed, your data will 
be destroyed. If you withdraw from the study, please either click through the study pages without 
answering until you receive the debriefing, or contact one of the researchers so that the debriefing 
can be emailed to you. Your data cannot be withdrawn once data collection is complete because 
data are stored without identifiers.  
 
FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION  
If you are interested in the results of this study, you will be given the opportunity to email the 
researchers, who will email you a summary of the study’s results by July 1, 2020 when the study will 
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be complete.  Your email will be deleted permanently after results are emailed. The results may be 
presented at conference presentations and/or included within a journal article and/or made available 
through Open Access resources. The findings may also be included in Andrew Dawson’s MA thesis. 
 
We recommend that you print or save a copy of this form for your records. 
 
CONSENT:  
___ I have read and understand the above information. I agree to participate in this study. 
___ I have read and understand the above information. I do not want to participate in this study. 
 
The content of this study involves exposure to, and questions about, statements made by public 
figures. Some of these statements involve language that could be considered vulgar or offensive, as 
well as topics or opinions that could be considered offensive. Although we truly value your 
responses to this important topic, we want you to be aware that we fully protect your right to skip any 
question without penalty. You may always omit responses to particular questions, or you may 
choose at any point to skip to the end of the survey and still receive compensation. 
  
If you do not wish to be exposed to any of the study material, you may discontinue your participation 
in this survey now. If you choose to go ahead you can still choose to skip forward ad omit responses 
to any question. 
  
Would you like to discontinue the survey at this point to avoid exposure to potentially vulgar or offensive 
language or topics? You will still receive the compensation for this study. 
___ I am willing to continue this survey. 
___ I would like to discontinue this survey [this option will bring you to the end of the survey]. 
  














o Male  
o Female  
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Ethnicity you identify with the most: 
o Chinese  
o South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan)  
o Black (e.g., African-American, African, Haitian, Jamaican, Somali)  
o Arab  
o West Indian (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese, Moroccan)  
o Filipino  
o South East Asian (e.g., Cambodian, Indonesian, Laotian)  
o Hispanic  
o Japanese  
o Korean  
o White  
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If I were to support a political party in the USA, I would support...  
o The Republican Party  
o The Democratic Party  
o The Libertarian Party  
o The Green Party  




Using the scale below, please indicate the strength of your political affiliation.  




Using the following slider bar, please indicate (by sliding the dot) the point that you believe best 
represents your overall political orientation. 








On average, on most societal topics, are you: 
o More conservative  
o More liberal  
o Both equally  
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Religious affiliation or belief system: 
o No religious affiliation  
o Christian (e.g. Catholic, Protestant, Lutheran)  
o Muslim (e.g. Shia, Sunni)  
o Jewish (e.g. Orthodox, Reform)  
o Hindu  
o Sikh  
o Atheist  
o Agnostic  
o Buddhist  
o Spiritual but not religious  




How important is your religious affiliation or belief system to you? 
1(Not at all important) to 7(Extremely Important) 
 
Page Break  
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To what degree do you follow the sports/sports leagues below? 
 Not at all A little bit Somewhat Very much so Extremely so 
Baseball (e.g. 













o  o  o  o  o  
Football (e.g. 
NFL)  o  o  o  o  o  
Hockey (e.g. 
NHL)  o  o  o  o  o  
Basketball 
(e.g. NBA)  o  o  o  o  o  
Motorsports 
(e.g. 
NASCAR)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Demographics 
 
Start of Block: Premeasures 
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Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements, as they apply to yourself, by selecting the option that corresponds to your 
opinion. 













not I get to be 
a leader 
depends 
mostly on my 
ability.  








own view.  






them and they 
can’t change 
it much.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
To a great 




o  o  o  o  o  o  










this question.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  







o  o  o  o  o  o  
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and it can’t be 
changed very 
much.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
I feel like what 
happens in 









assists me in 
understanding 
myself.  





parts of who 
people are 
can’t really be 
changed.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  




happen in my 
life.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  









agree' for this 
question.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
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I often weigh 
both the good 
and the bad 
aspects of 
any situation 
or experience.  






















make a moral 
choice.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
29  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Premeasures 
 
Start of Block: Preamble 
 
Next, we will ask you to read about past statements made by a current public figure. The statements 
you read about are only one example of different figures who have made a variety of public 
statements: you have been randomly assigned to view one figure.      Please read the details of the 
past statements carefully. You will then be asked to make some judgments about your perception of 
the statements, the public figure, and to express your opinions on some social issues. At the end of 
the survey you will be given an opportunity to tell us anything you feel we missed in the questions we 
asked.  
 
End of Block: Preamble 
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Start of Block: Tweets 
We are interested in people’s reactions to the actions of public figures that occurred in the past. We 
will ask you to consider one such past incident. 
          
Mike Davis, a midfielder for the soccer team Columbus Crew SC (a professional soccer team in 
Major League Soccer), is an accomplished athlete who is well-liked by his teammates. He has 
recently come under public scrutiny for offensive tweets discovered in his past. Davis, who is now 18 
[23, 30, 35] years old, made the statements on Twitter two [seven] years ago, when he was 16 [28]. 
Below are some of the tweets in question. 
 
Note: The dates displayed and race targeted by the tweets were determined by the participants’ 











End of Block: Tweets 
 
Start of Block: DVs 
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Sometimes events tend to feel closer or further away, regardless of how long ago it actually 
occurred. Think about when the original tweets were made, as described above. Place the slider at 
the point that best indicates how long ago it feels to you like the statements were made.  















Page Break  
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Should this person's employer take disciplinary action against them, based on these tweets? 




Should this person's employer fire them, based on these tweets? 




Should this person publicly apologize for these tweets? 




Should this person resign from their job for these tweets? 




How much do you think that this person's past actions reflect their current character? 




To what degree should this person be judged now based on their tweets? 
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To what degree should this person be forgiven for their tweets? 




This past incident has no bearing on who this person is today. 




To what degree do you think that these statements were deeply held beliefs at the time they were 
expressed? 




To what degree do you think that these statements are deeply held beliefs in the present? 




How important are the following factors to you when making a judgment about this person? 
 
Not at all 
important 
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The kind of person someone is, is something very basic about them and it can’t be changed very 
much. 
o Strongly disagree  
o Disagree  
o Somewhat disagree  
o Somewhat agree  
o Agree  
o Strongly agree  
 
 
People’s moral character is something basic about them and they can’t change it much. 
o Strongly disagree  
o Disagree  
o Somewhat disagree  
o Somewhat agree  
o Agree  
o Strongly agree  
 
 
Page Break  
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Please think about this person and give your judgments of that person at the time of the tweets (in 
the past) on the following dimensions. To what degree was this specific person: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trustworthy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Untrustworthy 





Please think about this person and give your judgments of that person in the present on the following 
dimensions. To what degree is this specific person: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trustworthy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Untrustworthy 





This person is a different person now than when they made these statements. 
1(Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) 
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This person is incapable of change. 





How much time would have to pass before you would feel tweets like this are no longer relevant to 
judging that person's character in the present? 
o No time would have to pass  
o several days would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o several months would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o at least a year would have to pass  before they'd become irrelevant  
o several years would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o at least a decade would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o several decades would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o These tweets would always be relevant to judging that person's character no matter how 




The person was quite young when they made these statements. 
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This person was old enough to know better than to make these statements. 




Think back to the original tweets. Please think about the statements themselves, rather than the 
person who committed the act, and give your judgments of the act on the following dimensions. To 
what degree are these specific statements: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trivial o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Important 
Offensive o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Inoffensive 




Page Break  
The ways in which people think about questionable statements made in the past, and how to judge 
or weigh them, are complex, and influenced by numerous factors, including some the researchers 
have not considered or included. We would like you to talk about the factors that you weighed when 







End of Block: DVs 
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Start of Block: Modern Racism Plus 
 
 
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements, as they apply to yourself, by selecting the number that corresponds to your 
opinion in the space underneath each statement.     Please note: you may find some of these 
items to reflect ideas you really agree with and other items to reflect ideas you strongly 
disagree with. Questionnaire items are often strongly worded on purpose, to ensure people 
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can express agreement/ disagreement along a full range of opinions. The items do not reflect 
the opinions of researchers, but rather represent a wide range of possible viewpoints.  






















over the past 
few years  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
It is easy to 
understand 









no longer a 
problem.  














in society.  












o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Liberals are 







o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Conservatives 







o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Conservatives 





when it does 
occur.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Liberals are 





when it does 
occur.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
As a society 
we have made 






o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Political 
correctness 
has gone too 
far.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Modern Racism Plus 
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Start of Block: Manip Checks 
 
Now we are going to ask you some questions that gauge your memory of the news article. Please 
answer these questions to the best of your ability, and if you do not remember the specific 





How long ago were the original statements made? 





How old was the person when they made the original statements? 





What sport did the athlete in question play? 




How familiar were you already with the incident that you read about? 
1(Not at all) to 5(Extremely familiar) 
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Several other public figures have been in the news for statements that they made on Twitter. How 
familiar are you with incidents involving the following? 
 Not at all       
Extremely 
familiar 
James Gunn  o  o  o  o  o  
Roseanne 
Barr  o  o  o  o  o  
Josh Hader  o  o  o  o  o  
Laura Lee  o  o  o  o  o  
Israel 
Broussard  o  o  o  o  o  
Sarah Jeong  o  o  o  o  o  
Josh Allen  o  o  o  o  o  
Blake Shelton  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Manip Checks 
 
Start of Block: Pre-Debrief 
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Page Break  
When conducting research, we rely on participants' responses being honest and accurate in order 
for us to draw valid conclusions from the data. However, we recognize that there are many reasons 
participants might be unable or unwilling to provide fully honest and accurate responses. In these 
cases it is truly helpful for us to be able to identify responses that may not be valid so we can take 
this into account. 
  
In your honest opinion, should we use your data from this survey?  
  
Please note: your answer is confidential, and you will be compensated whichever answer you 
choose. 
o Yes  
o No  
 
 
Display This Question: 
If When conducting research, we rely on participants' responses being honest and accurate in 
order f... = No 
 
















Are you a citizen of or currently living in the United States of America? 
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o Yes  










o Male  
o Female  
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Ethnicity you identify with: 
 
▢ Chinese  
▢ South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan)  
▢ Black (e.g., African-American, African, Haitian, Jamaican, Somali)  
▢ Arab  
▢ West Indian (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese, Moroccan)  
▢ Filipino  
▢ South East Asian (e.g., Cambodian, Indonesian, Laotian)  
▢ Hispanic  
▢ Japanese  
▢ Korean  
▢ White  








Page Break  
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If I were to support a political party in the USA, I would support... 
o The Republican Party  
o The Democratic Party  
o The Libertarian Party  
o The Green Party  




Using the scale below, please indicate the strength of your political affiliation.  
o Not At All Affiliated  
o    
o    
o    
o    
o    




Using the following slider bar, please indicate (by sliding the dot) the point that you believe best 
represents your overall political orientation. 
 100% Liberal 100% Conservative 
 







On average, on most societal topics, are you: 
o More conservative  
o More liberal  
o Both equally  
 
End of Block: Demographics 
 
Start of Block: Premeasures 
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Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements, as they apply to yourself, by selecting the option that corresponds to your 
opinion. 





















o  o  o  o  o  o  
To show 











o  o  o  o  o  o  







and it can’t 
be changed 
very much.  











o  o  o  o  o  o  
29  o  o  o  o  o  o  








do much to 
change it.  


















and it can’t 
be changed 
very much.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  






racial bias.  




Page Break  
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Page Break  
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How important to you is the protection of free speech? 




How do you feel about how free speech is protected in today's society? 
1(It is protected far too little) to 6(It is protected far too much) 
 
 
Page Break  
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When you are in an interracial interaction (an interaction with someone who is of a different 
race/ethnicity) that is not going well, to what extent do you engage in the following behaviors? 
 
1 (Not at 
all) 
2 3 4 5 
6 (A great 
deal) 




you can fix 
it.  





o  o  o  o  o  o  
Try to take 
the 
perspective 
of the other 
person.  












o  o  o  o  o  o  







o  o  o  o  o  o  
Try to end 
the 




Page Break  
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   169 




2 3 4 5 6 
7 (Very 
True) 
This is an 
issue that 




my life  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
This issue 
is of direct 
personal 
importance 
to me  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  




this issue  




Page Break  
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Read each of the following statements carefully and indicate how characteristic it is of you according 
to the scale. 
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1 - Not at all 
characteristic 
of me 







4 - Very 
characteristic 
of me 
5 - Extremely 
characteristic 
of me 





o  o  o  o  o  
I am afraid 
that people 
will find fault 
in me  
o  o  o  o  o  
I often hope 
that I say or 
do the right 
things  
o  o  o  o  o  
Sometimes I 





o  o  o  o  o  








will notice my 
positive 
attributes  
o  o  o  o  o  
I worry about 
what other 
people will 
think of me 
even when I 
know it 
doesn't make 
any difference  
o  o  o  o  o  




what they will 
think of me  
o  o  o  o  o  
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I am 
frequently 




o  o  o  o  o  
I often worry 
that I will say 
or do the 
wrong things  
o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
When I am 
talking to 
someone, I 




about me  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am usually 
worried about 
what kind of 
impression I 
make  
o  o  o  o  o  
Sometimes I 




think of me  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am usually 
excited about 








Page Break  
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End of Block: Premeasures 
 
Start of Block: Tweets 
 
We are interested in people’s reactions to the actions of public figures that occurred in the past. We 
will ask you to consider one such past incident. 
 
Mike Davis, a midfielder for the soccer team Columbus Crew SC (a professional soccer team in 
Major League Soccer), is an accomplished athlete who is well-liked by his teammates. He has 
recently come under public scrutiny for offensive tweets discovered in his past. Davis, who is now 18 
[23, 30, 35] years old, made the statements on Twitter two [seven] years ago, when he was 16 [28]. 
Below are some of the tweets in question. 
 
 
Note: The dates displayed and race targeted by the tweets were determined by the participants’ 
condition for time passed and targeted race. 
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End of Block: Tweets 
 
Start of Block: Dependent Variables 
 
Sometimes events tend to feel closer or further away, regardless of how long ago it actually 
occurred. Think about when the original tweets were made, as described above. Place the slider at 
the point that best indicates how long ago it feels to you like the statements were made.  








Should this person's employer take disciplinary action against them, based on these tweets? 




Should this person's employer fire them, based on these tweets? 




Should this person publicly apologize for these tweets? 




Should this person resign from their job for these tweets? 
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How much do you think that this person's past actions reflect their current character? 




To what degree should this person be judged now based on their tweets? 




To what degree should this person be forgiven for their tweets? 




This past incident has no bearing on who this person is today. 




To what degree do you think that these statements were deeply held beliefs at the time they were 
expressed? 




To what degree do you think that these statements are deeply held beliefs in the present? 
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How important are the following factors to you when making a judgment about this person? 
 
Not at all 
important 
















The kind of person someone is, is something very basic about them and it can’t be changed very 
much. 
o Strongly disagree  
o Disagree  
o Somewhat disagree  
o Somewhat agree  
o Agree  
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People’s moral character is something basic about them and they can’t change it much. 
o Strongly disagree  
o Disagree  
o Somewhat disagree  
o Somewhat agree  
o Agree  




Please think about this person and give your judgments of that person at the time of the tweets (in 
the past) on the following dimensions. To what degree was this specific person: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trustworthy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Untrustworthy 
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Please think about this person and give your judgments of that person in the present on the following 
dimensions. To what degree is this specific person: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trustworthy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Untrustworthy 





This person is a different person now than when they made these statements. 




This person is incapable of change. 





How much time would have to pass before you would feel tweets like this are no longer relevant to 
judging that person's character in the present? Please indicate the number of months in the first text 
box and the number of years in the second text box. For example, if it would take 6 months, put 6 in 
the months box and 0 in the years box; if it would take 5 years, put 0 in the months box and 5 in the 
years box.  
   













How much time would have to pass before you would feel tweets like this are no longer relevant to 
judging that person's character in the present? 
o No time would have to pass  
o several days would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o several months would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o at least a year would have to pass  before they'd become irrelevant  
o several years would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o at least a decade would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o several decades would have to pass before they'd become irrelevant  
o These tweets would always be relevant to judging that person's character no matter how 
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To what degree would the following actions change your judgment of the person's current 
character? 










It would have 
no effect 
  











o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  







causes in the 
recent past  
o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   183 





came to light  
o  o  o  o  o  







when he sent 
those tweets  
o  o  o  o  o  






of tweets  





The person was quite young when they made these statements. 




This person was old enough to know better than to make these statements. 
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Think back to the original tweets. Please think about the statements themselves, rather than the 
person who committed the act, and give your judgments of the act on the following dimensions. To 
what degree are these specific statements: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trivial o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Important 
Offensive o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Inoffensive 





The ways in which people think about questionable statements made in the past, and how to judge 
or weigh them, are complex, and influenced by numerous factors, including some the researchers 
have not considered or included. We would like you to talk about the factors that you weighed when 







End of Block: Dependent Variables 
 
Start of Block: MRS 
 
 
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements, as they apply to yourself, by selecting the number that corresponds to your 
opinion in the space underneath each statement.     Please note: you may find some of these 
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items to reflect ideas you really agree with and other items to reflect ideas you strongly 
disagree with. Questionnaire items are often strongly worded on purpose, to ensure people 
can express agreement/ disagreement along a full range of opinions. The items do not reflect 






















over the past 
few years  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
It is easy to 
understand 









no longer a 
problem.  










o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: MRS 
 
Start of Block: Manipulation Checks 
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Now we are going to ask you some questions that gauge your memory of the news article. Please 
answer these questions to the best of your ability, and if you do not remember the specific 





How long ago were the original statements made? 
o -----  
o This year  
o One year ago  
o Two years ago  
o Three years ago  
o Four years ago  
o Five years ago  
o Six years ago  
o Seven years ago  
o Eight years ago  
o Nine years ago  
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How old was the person when they made the original statements? 
o -----  
o 13  
o 14  
o 15  
o 16  
o 17  
o 18  
o 19  
o 20  
o 21  
o 22  
o 23  
o 24  
o 25  
o 26  
o 27  
o 28  
o 29  
o 30  





What sport did the athlete in question play? 
o -----  
o MLB (Major League Baseball)  
o MLS (Major League Soccer)  
o NBA (National Basketball Association)  
o NFL (National Football League)  
o NHL (National Hockey League)  




How familiar were you already with the incident that you read about? 
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How many hours a day do you spend on social media (e.g. Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, 
etc.)? 
o 1 - 31 minutes  
o 31 minutes - 1 hour  
o 1 - 2 hours  
o 3 - 4 hours  
o 5 - 6 hours  
o More than 7 hours  




What social media platforms do you use? Please check all that apply. 
▢ Facebook  
▢ Twitter  
▢ Instagram  
▢ Snapchat  
▢ Reddit  
▢ Tumblr  
▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Manipulation Checks 
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Start of Block: Pre-Debrief 
 










When conducting research, we rely on participants' responses being honest and accurate in order 
for us to draw valid conclusions from the data. However, we recognize that there are many reasons 
participants might be unable or unwilling to provide fully honest and accurate responses. In these 
cases it is truly helpful for us to be able to identify responses that may not be valid so we can take 
this into account. 
  
In your honest opinion, should we use your data from this survey?  
  
Please note: your answer is confidential, and you will be compensated whichever answer you 
choose. 
o Yes  
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o Male  
o Female  





Are you currently living in the United States of America? 
 
 
o Yes  
o No  
 
End of Block: Demographics Pre 
 
Start of Block: Tweets 
 
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   192 
We are interested in people’s reactions to the actions of public figures that occurred in the past. We 
will ask you to consider one such past incident. 
 
Mike Davis, a midfielder for the soccer team Columbus Crew SC (a professional soccer team in 
Major League Soccer), is an accomplished athlete who is well-liked by his teammates. He has 
recently come under public scrutiny for offensive tweets discovered in his past. Davis, who is now 18 
years old, made the statements on Twitter two years ago, when he was 16. Below are some of the 
tweets in question. 
Note: The dates displayed and race targeted by the tweets were determined by the participants’ 























End of Block: Tweets 
 
Start of Block: Dependent Variables 
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Sometimes events tend to feel closer or further away, regardless of how long ago it actually 
occurred. Think about when the original tweets were made, as described above. Place the sliders at 
the point that best indicates how long ago the statements being made feels to you. 

















Should this person's employer take disciplinary action against them, based on these tweets? 




Should this person's employer fire them, based on these tweets? 




Should this person apologize for these tweets? 
1(Not at all) to 7(Definitely) 
 
 
Page Break  
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Should this person resign from their job for these tweets? 




To what degree should this person be judged now based on their tweets? 




To what degree should this person be forgiven for their tweets? 




This past incident has no bearing on who this person is today 




To what degree do you think that these statements are deeply held beliefs in the present? 




How much do you think that this person's past actions reflect their current character? 




PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   198 
This person is a different person now than when they made these statements. 
1(Strongly Disagree) to 7(Strongly Agree) 
 
 
Page Break  
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In your opinion, what aspect of this person's personality caused them to make these statements? 
o Their 'true self' (the deepest, most essential aspect of their being)  
o Their 'surface self' (the things that they learned from society and others)  




At the time this person posted the tweets, to what extent were they being true to the deepest, most 
essential aspects of their being? 




This person was quite young when they made these statements. 




This person was old enough to know better than to make these statements. 
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How important are the following factors when making a judgement about this person? 
 
1 (Not at 
all 
important) 
















To what extent do you feel angry at this person for their tweets? 




To what extent do you feel outraged at this person for their tweets? 
1(Not at all) to 7(Very) 
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Please think about this person and give your judgements of that person in the present on the 
following dimensions. To what degree is this specific person: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trustworthy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Untrustworthy 






How much time would have to pass before you would feel tweets like this are no longer relevant to 
judging that person’s character in the present? Please indicate the number of months in the first text 
box and the number of years in the second text box. For example, if it would take 6 months, put 6 in 
the months box and 0 in the years box; if it would take 5 years, put 0 in the months box and 5 in the 
years box.   
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Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements, as they apply to yourself, by selecting the option that corresponds to your 
opinion. 



















do much to 
change it.  


















and it can’t 
be changed 
very much.  











o  o  o  o  o  o  






racial bias.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
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This person is incapable of change. 
1(Strongly Disagree) to 7(Strongly Agree) 
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Think back to the original tweets. Please think about the statements themselves, rather than the 
person who committed the act, and give your judgments of the act on the following dimensions. To 
what degree are these specific statements: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trivial o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Important 
Offensive o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Inoffensive 





Please think about this person and give your judgements of that person at the time of the tweets (in 
the past) on the following dimensions. To what degree was this specific person: 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
Immoral o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Moral 
Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Bad 
Trustworthy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Untrustworthy 
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To what degree do you think these statements were deeply held beliefs at the time they were 
expressed? 
1(Not at all) to 7(Very much so) 
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Please think about this person and give your judgements of that person in the present on the 
following dimensions. To what degree is this specific person: 
 
1 (Not at 
all) 
2 3 4 5 6 
7 (Very 
much so) 
Racist  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Hypocritical  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Intending to 
harm  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  





Please think about this person and give your judgements of that person at the time of the tweets (in 
the past) on the following dimensions. To what degree was this specific person: 
 
1 (Not at 
all) 
2 3 4 5 6 
7 (Very 
much so) 
Racist  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Hypocritical  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Intending to 
harm  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  





PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   208 
Think back to the original tweets. Please think about the statements themselves,rather than the 
person who committed the act, and give your judgements of the act on the following dimensions. To 
what degree are these specific statements: 
 
1 (Not at 
all) 
2 3 4 5 6 
7 (Very 
much so) 
Racist  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Hypocritical  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Harmful  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Page Break  
 
We are interested in your views on certain ethical principles and how they might apply in a variety of 
contexts. In particular, we want to know about principles that  apply to past moral transgressions, 
independent of how long ago the offense occurred or the age of the transgressor at the time. To 




In general, people should still be judged in the present for past offensive statements that they made 
in the public sphere. 




In general, people should be forgiven for past offensive statements that they made in the public 
sphere. 




In general, people should be disciplined by their employer for past offensive statements that they 
made in the public sphere. 




In general, people should be fired by their employer for past offensive statements that they made in 
the public sphere. 
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In general, people should apologize for past offensive statements that they made in the public 
sphere. 




In general, people should resign from their job on account of past offensive statements that they 
made in the public sphere. 




In general, a person’s past public offensive statements are a good indicator of their current 
character. 




In general, how we  judge someone for their past public offensive statements should depend  on 
how much time has passed since they made the statements. 




In general, how we judge someone for their past public offensive statements should depend on how 
old they were at the time they made the statements. 
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To what degree would the following actions change your judgment of the person's current 
character? 
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It would have 
no effect 
  











o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  







causes in the 
recent past  
o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  
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came to light  
o  o  o  o  o  







when he sent 
those tweets  
o  o  o  o  o  






of tweets  
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When people learn that a public figure has said or done something offensive at some point in the 
past, they may weigh a variety of factors to decide how to judge them in the present. As researchers 
we have asked about some of these factors, but may have missed others that are important to your 
decision. Please take a moment to indicate what factors you weigh most heavily when deciding how 




End of Block: Dependent Variables 
 
Start of Block: Demographics Post 
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Ethnicity you identify with: 
▢ Chinese  
▢ South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan)  
▢ Black (e.g., African-American, African, Haitian, Jamaican, Somali)  
▢ Arab  
▢ West Indian (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese, Moroccan)  
▢ Filipino  
▢ South East Asian (e.g., Cambodian, Indonesian, Laotian)  
▢ Hispanic  
▢ Japanese  
▢ Korean  
▢ White  
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If I were to support a political party in the USA, I would support... 
o The Republican Party  
o The Democratic Party  
o The Libertarian Party  
o The Green Party  




Using the scale below, please indicate the strength of your political affiliation. 




Using the following slider bar, please indicate (by sliding the dot) to the point that you believe best 
represents your overall political orientation. 








On average, on most societal topics, are you: 
o More conservative  
o More liberal  
o Both equally  
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End of Block: Demographics Post 
 
Start of Block: Postmeasures 
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Please indicate the degree to which the following statements are characteristic of yourself. 
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accept me, I 
don't let it 
bother me.  
o  o  o  o  o  
I try hard not 
to do things 
that will make 
other people 
avoid or reject 
me.  





about me.  
o  o  o  o  o  
I need to feel 
that there are 
people I can 
turn to in 
times of need.  
o  o  o  o  o  
I want other 
people to 
accept me.  o  o  o  o  o  
I do not like 





of time does 
not bother 
me.  
o  o  o  o  o  
I have a 
strong "need 
to belong"  o  o  o  o  o  
It bothers me 
a great deal 




o  o  o  o  o  
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My feelings 
are easily hurt 
when I feel 
that others do 
not accept 
me.  
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Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 




















deserve it.  
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When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what extent are the following 
considerations relevant to your thinking? 
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than others  






for his or her 
country  
o  o  o  o  o  
Whether or 
not someone 
showed a lack 
of respect for 
authority  














o  o  o  o  o  
Whether or 
not someone 




to betray his 
or her group  
o  o  o  o  o  





of society  










o  o  o  o  o  
Whether or 
not someone 




his or her 
rights  
o  o  o  o  o  
Whether or 
not someone 
showed a lack 
of loyalty  
o  o  o  o  o  
Whether or 
not an action 
caused chaos 
and disorder  
o  o  o  o  o  
Whether or 
not someone 
acted in a way 
that God 
would 
approve of  
o  o  o  o  o  





"Not at all 
relevant" for 
this question.  
o  o  o  o  o  
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Whether or 
not everyone 
was free to do 
as they 
wanted  
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Please read the following sentences and indicate your agreement or disagreement. 






























treated fairly.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  


















even if no 
one is 
harmed.  





have a right 
to enjoy their 
wealth as 
they see fit.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  




free to do as 
they choose, 






o  o  o  o  o  o  
One of the 
worst things 
a person 




o  o  o  o  o  o  




for a society.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
People 
should be 













roles to play 
in society.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
I would call 
some acts 




o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Society 
works best 




for their own 
lives without 
telling them 
what to do.  















too much in 
our everyday 
lives.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
It can never 
be right to 
kill a human 
being.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  










o  o  o  o  o  o  
It is more 
important to 




o  o  o  o  o  o  
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is my duty.  
























land or build 
their homes 
in any way 
they choose, 
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Please consider the issue of racism and racial bias when answering the following questions. 












to me.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  




this issue.  











that big a 
deal.  

























o  o  o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Postmeasures 
 
Start of Block: Manipulation Checks 
 
Now we are going to ask you some questions that gauge your memory of the tweets. Please answer 
these questions to the best of your ability, and if you do not remember the specific information, 
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How long ago were the original statements made? 
o -----  
o This year  
o One year ago  
o Two years ago  
o Three years ago  
o Four years ago  
o Five years ago  
o Six years ago  
o Seven years ago  
o Eight years ago  
o Nine years ago  
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How old was the person when they made the original statements? 
o -----  
o 13  
o 14  
o 15  
o 16  
o 17  
o 18  
o 19  
o 20  
o 21  
o 22  
o 23  
o 24  
o 25  
o 26  
o 27  
o 28  
o 29  
o 30  
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o 31  
o 32  
o 33  
o 34  




What group was targeted by the statements? 
o White People  
o Hispanic People  
o Black People  
o Asian People  
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What sport did the athlete in question play? 
o -----  
o MLB (Major League Baseball)  
o MLS (Major League Soccer)  
o NBA (National Basketball Association)  
o NFL (National Football League)  
o NHL (National Hockey League)  




How familiar were you already with the incident that you read about? 
1(Not at all) to 5(Extremely familiar) 
o Not at all  
o    
o    
o    
o Extremely familiar  
 
End of Block: Manipulation Checks 
 
Start of Block: Pre-Debrief & Race Stuff 
 
Do you have any other thoughts about this study, and its purpose, that we should know?  
________________________________________________________________ 
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When we described the backstory behind the tweets, we did not specify the race of Mike Davis 
himself. However, when reading about people online, it is not unusual to form an image of someone 
in your mind. Did you imagine Davis as a member of a particular race? 
o Yes  
o No  
o Not sure  
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If so, what race did you see Davis as being? 
o Chinese  
o South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan)  
o Black (e.g., African-American, African, Haitian, Jamaican, Somali)  
o Arab  
o West Indian (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese, Moroccan)  
o Filipino  
o South East Asian (e.g., Cambodian, Indonesian, Laotian)  
o Hispanic  
o Japanese  
o Korean  
o White  
o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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We would like to get your feelings towards certain groups. Ratings between 50° and 100° mean that 
you feel favorable and warm toward this group. Ratings between 0° and 50° mean that you don’t feel 
favorable toward this group and you don’t care much for its members. You would rate the group at 
the 50° mark if you don’t feel particularly warm or cold toward the person.  
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When conducting research, we rely on participants' responses being honest and accurate in order 
for us to draw valid conclusions from the data. However, we recognize that there are many reasons 
participants might be unable or unwilling to provide fully honest and accurate responses. In these 
cases it is truly helpful for us to be able to identify responses that may not be valid so we can take 
this into account. 
  
In your honest opinion, should we use your data from this survey?  
  
Please note: your answer is confidential, and you will be compensated whichever answer you 
choose. 
o Yes  
o No  
 
 
Display This Question: 
If When conducting research, we rely on participants' responses being honest and accurate in 
order f... = No 
 















WILFRID LAURIER UNIVERSITY PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
DEBRIEFING STATEMENT 
Memories of Past Public Events 
 
Researchers: Sarah Williams (PhD Student) and Dr. Anne Wilson (Professor) 
 
Thank you for participating in this study! Your participation is sincerely appreciated, and we hope 
that you have found your experience to be interesting and beneficial. Please recognize that as social 
scientists we are seeking to understand how people think about public and political past events, and 
our research is non-partisan. Some items are worded to reflect certain beliefs or values, but you are 
invited to agree or disagree with them – they do not reflect the views of the 
researchers.  Furthermore, the views presented in the statements you read do not reflect those of 
the researchers, or of Wilfrid Laurier University. 
  
At the onset of this study, our broadly defined area of interest was people’s memories of past public 
statements. However, we could not tell you our full hypothesis without influencing your responses. 
Specifically, we were interested in how close or distant those past statements seem, regardless of 
how distant they actually are. We thought that events which still seem close in time might play a 
larger role in how public figures are judged today, whereas events that feel distant would be deemed 
irrelevant. 
  
Participants were asked to think about a past incident involving a current American soccer 
player. This soccer player, and his past statements, were fictional; the statements were, 
however, generated in part based on similar offensive tweets by other public figures from a variety of 
fields (e.g. sports, media, and politics). The soccer team is a real team, but no such player has 
ever played for them, and none of their actual players have been associated with such 
statements. All participants were told the statements were made either relatively recently (two years 
ago), or relatively long ago (seven years ago). In addition, participants were told the statements were 
made when the figure was either relatively young (16 years old), or relatively old (22 years old). 
Finally, some tweets made reference to specific social groups; the groups mentioned were varied, in 
order to see whether mentions of specific groups would affect how close or distant the statement 
seemed. You were asked to indicate how subjectively distant the statements seemed, your judgment 
of the figure in the present, and some other social opinions and demographics. We thought, for 
instance, that some social attitudes or political leaning might influence how far away certain events 
seemed. 
  
Once again, this study was designed to investigate a common phenomenon in recent years: 
when a person’s past statements, which some consider offensive, come to light in the 
present. This is a complex issue, because individuals need to weigh many values and beliefs they 
find important: not harming other people, condemning prejudice, a person’s ability to change over 
time, and the importance of freedom of speech. Some of these values may have been more or less 
important to you when reading the content. If you find yourself wanting to learn more about how 
some people are combatting prejudice against African Americans, you may want to look at the 
NAACP (https://www.naacp.org/). If you want to learn more about how some people are fighting for 
freedom of expression, you may want to look at the ACLU (https://www.aclu.org/issues/free-speech). 
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When you began this study, the full purpose was not revealed to you because knowing the purpose 
of the study beforehand might change the way participants respond to the measures, and this could 
influence our results. It is also possible that the deception and concealment involved in this research 
might have made you somewhat anxious or upset. These feelings are normal and should be 
temporary. It is also possible that thinking these events in the past may lead some participants to 
experience feelings of anxiety or stress. We would like to remind you that you may withdraw from the 
study at this point without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
  
If, after the completion of the study, you continue to feel badly about any aspect of the study, we 
encourage you to immediately contact the primary researcher. However, it is worth noting that if you 
find yourself troubled with any lasting or severe negative emotions or have concerns about any 
feelings induced in this study, you may want to consider reviewing the list of links to counseling 
services that may be available in your area. If you do not live in any of the areas listed, we suggest 
that you contact your local mental health facility. 
  
• CounselorFind - National Board of Certified Counselors (for participants from the United States) 
• Counseling and therapy services at Yahoo! Directory  
• Your Life Counts - Crisis Lines 
  
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please contact one of the principal 
investigators, Sarah Williams, at will9610@mylaurier.ca, or Dr. Anne Wilson at (519) 884-1970 
x3037 or awilson@wlu.ca. This project has been reviewed and approved by the University Research 
Ethics Board (REB #3840). If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this 
form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, 
you may contact Dr. Jayne Kalmar, Chair, University Research Ethics Board, Wilfrid Laurier 
University, (519) 884-1970, x3131 or REBchair@wlu.ca. 
  
Please do not tell other people about the purposes or methodologies of this study. They may be 
future participants, and knowing the “true” purpose might influence their responses. 
 
 
If you choose to e-mail the researchers, we can e-mail you the findings of this study by January 1, 
2019. Please note that the e-mail addresses provided for that purpose will be deleted as soon as the 
findings have been sent to you (January 1, 2019). 
Thank you again for your participation! 
 







WILFRID LAURIER UNIVERSITY PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT DEBRIEFING STATEMENT 
  
Reading About Past Public Statements 
aka, Offensive Tweets 
  
Researchers: Andrew Dawson (MA Student), Sarah Williams (PhD Student), and Dr. Anne Wilson 
(Professor) 
  
PAST TRANSGRESSIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA   244 
Thank you for participating in this study! Your participation is sincerely appreciated, and we hope 
that you have found your experience to be interesting and beneficial. Please recognize that as social 
scientists we are seeking to understand how people think about public and political past events, and 
our research is non-partisan. Some items are worded to reflect certain beliefs or values, but you are 
invited to agree or disagree with them – they do not reflect the views of the 
researchers.  Furthermore, the views presented in the statements you read do not reflect those of 
the researchers, or of Wilfrid Laurier University. Although some of the statements are highly 
offensive and derogatory, they are the kinds of statements people regularly encounter on social 
media. They can have real societal impact. As a result, it is important for researchers to understand 
how people evaluate these statements in various contexts.  
  
Compared to the great amount of attention the topic gets in public discourse, little scientific work has 
examined the psychology behind people’s reactions to past offensive statements. Although there is 
some evidence that factors such as time passed may facilitate forgiveness (Wohl & McGrath, 2007), 
group loyalties may also play a role. Recent work has shown that punishing people who do wrong 
can serve as a way to show that oneself is a moral and trustworthy person (Jordan, Hoffman, Bloom, 
& Rand, 2016; Jordan & Rand, 2017, 2019). This suggests that when offensive statements made by 
public figures are political in any way, partisan loyalties may override other predictors of forgiveness. 
  
At the onset of this study, our broadly defined area of interest was people’s thoughts about public 
statements that occurred in the past. However, we could not tell you our full hypothesis without 
influencing your responses. We are interested in several factors that could affect your response, 
such as the time that passed since the statements were made, the age of the individual at the time 




Participants were asked to think about a past incident involving a current American soccer player. 
This soccer player, and his past statements, were fictional; the statements were, however, 
generated in part based on similar offensive tweets by other public figures from a variety of fields 
(e.g. sports, media, and politics). All participants were told the statements were made either 
relatively recently (two years ago), or relatively long ago (seven years ago). In addition, participants 
were told the statements were made when the figure was either relatively young (16 years old), or 
relatively old (28 years old). Finally, some tweets made reference to specific social groups. In 
particular, the derogatory statements were about either black people or white people. 
  
We are recruiting 400 White and 400 Black Americans for this study to be able to better understand 
responses to these statements from both vantage points and determine how different groups may 
process these statements similarly or differently. 
  
We expect that participants will make harsher judgements when the tweet was made at 28 years old 
compared to 16 years old, and when the tweet was two years ago compared to seven years ago. 
We also predict there will be an effect of politics, such that party affiliation may determine how one 
views offensive statements against different groups. 
  
Once again, this study was designed to investigate a common phenomenon in recent years: when a 
person’s past statements, which some consider offensive, come to light in the present. This is a 
complex issue, because individuals need to weigh many values and beliefs they find important: not 
harming other people, condemning prejudice, a person’s ability to change over time, and the 
importance of freedom of speech. Some of these values may have been more or less important to 
you when reading the content. If you find yourself wanting to learn more about how some people are 
combatting prejudice against African Americans, you may want to look at the NAACP 
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(https://www.naacp.org/). If you want to learn more about how some people are fighting for freedom 
of expression, you may want to look at the ACLU (https://www.aclu.org/issues/free-speech). 
  
The statements made in the fictional tweets were not only prejudiced but particularly vulgar and 
violent. We recognize this may have been another potential cause of distress. The tweet referencing 
gun violence may have been particularly distressing, but we believe it was necessary to include a 
clear instance of racial prejudice and callousness to make the statement unambiguous. The “victim 
blaming” in the tweet was meant to reflect the real world by mirroring statements commonly seen in 
current political discussions online and in general. It was important to be as close to real examples 
as possible so that we could study people’s reactions to these cases as accurately as possible. 
[AD1]  
  
When you began this study, the full purpose was not revealed to you because knowing the purpose 
of the study beforehand might change the way participants respond to the measures, and this could 
influence our results. It is also possible that the deception and concealment involved in this research 
might have made you somewhat anxious or upset. These feelings are normal and should be 
temporary. It is also possible that thinking these events in the past may lead some participants to 
experience feelings of anxiety or stress. We would like to remind you that you may withdraw from the 
study at this point without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
  
If, after the completion of the study, you continue to feel badly about any aspect of the study, we 
encourage you to immediately contact one of the researchers. However, it is worth noting that if you 
find yourself troubled with any lasting or severe negative emotions or have concerns about any 
feelings induced in this study, you may want to consider reviewing the list of links to counseling 
services that may be available in your area. If you do not live in any of the areas listed, we suggest 
that you contact your local mental health facility. 
  
https://yourlifecounts.org/ (Crisis line) 
https://www.ccpa-accp.ca/find-a-canadian-certified-counsellor/ (for Canadian participants) 
https://www.nbcc.org/search/counselorfind (for American participants) 
  
If you have questions at any time about the study, procedures, or your compensation (or you 
experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study), you may contact the student 
researchers, Sarah Williams or Andrew Dawson, at will9610@mylaurier.ca and 
daws6340@mylaurier.ca respectively, or their supervisor, Dr. Anne Wilson, at the Psychology Dept., 
Wilfrid Laurier University, Office N2075A, and 519-884-0710, x3037, or awilson@wlu.ca.   
  
This project has been reviewed and approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB 
#6353).  If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your 
rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may 
contact Dr. Jayne Kalmar, Chair, Wilfrid Laurier University Research Ethics Board, (519) 884-1970, 
x3131 or REBchair@wlu.ca. 
  
Please do not tell other people about the purposes or methodologies of this study. They may be 
future participants, and knowing the “true” purpose might influence their responses. 
 
If you choose to e-mail the researchers, we can e-mail you the findings of this study by July 1, 2020. 
Please note that the e-mail addresses provided for that purpose will be deleted as soon as the 
findings have been sent to you (July 1, 2020). 
  
Thank you again for your participation! 
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WILFRID LAURIER UNIVERSITY PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
DEBRIEFING STATEMENT 
  
Reading About Past Public Statements 
aka, Offensive Tweets 
  
Researchers: Andrew Dawson (MA Student), Sarah Williams (PhD Student), and Dr. Anne Wilson 
(Professor) 
  
Thank you for participating in this study! Your participation is sincerely appreciated, and we hope 
that you have found your experience to be interesting and beneficial. Please recognize that as social 
scientists we are seeking to understand how people think about public and political past events, and 
our research is non-partisan. Some items are worded to reflect certain beliefs or values, but you are 
invited to agree or disagree with them – they do not reflect the views of the 
researchers.  Furthermore, the views presented in the statements you read do not reflect those of 
the researchers, or of Wilfrid Laurier University. Although some of the statements are highly 
offensive and derogatory, they are the kinds of statements people regularly encounter on social 
media. They can have real societal impact. As a result, it is important for researchers to understand 
how people evaluate these statements in various contexts.  
 
Compared to the great amount of attention the topic gets in public discourse, little scientific work has 
examined the psychology behind people’s reactions to past offensive statements. Although there is 
some evidence that factors such as time passed may facilitate forgiveness (Wohl & McGrath, 2007), 
group loyalties may also play a role. Recent work has shown that punishing people who do wrong 
can serve as a way to show that oneself is a moral and trustworthy person (Jordan, Hoffman, Bloom, 
& Rand, 2016; Jordan & Rand, 2017, 2019). This suggests that when offensive statements made by 
public figures are political in any way, partisan loyalties may override other predictors of forgiveness. 
  
At the onset of this study, our broadly defined area of interest was people’s thoughts about public 
statements that occurred in the past. However, we could not tell you our full hypothesis without 
influencing your responses. We are interested in several factors that could affect your response, 
such as the time that passed since the statements were made, the age of the individual at the time 




Participants were asked to think about a past incident involving a current American soccer 
player. This soccer player, and his past statements, were fictional; the statements were, 
however, generated in part based on similar offensive tweets by other public figures from a variety of 
fields (e.g. sports, media, and politics). All participants were told the statements were made either 
relatively recently (two years ago), or relatively long ago (seven years ago). In addition, participants 
were told the statements were made when the figure was either relatively young (16 years old), or 
relatively old (28 years old). Finally, some tweets made reference to specific social groups. In 
particular, the derogatory statements were about either black people or white people or neither in 
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particular. 
 
We expect that participants will make harsher judgements when the tweet was made at 28 years old 
compared to 16 years old, and when the tweet was two years ago compared to seven years ago. 
We also predict there will be an effect of politics, such that party affiliation may determine how one 
views offensive statements against different groups. 
 
Once again, this study was designed to investigate a common phenomenon in recent years: when a 
person’s past statements, which some consider offensive, come to light in the present. This is a 
complex issue, because individuals need to weigh many values and beliefs they find important: not 
harming other people, condemning prejudice, a person’s ability to change over time, and the 
importance of freedom of speech. Some of these values may have been more or less important to 
you when reading the content. If you find yourself wanting to learn more about how some people are 
combatting prejudice against African Americans, you may want to look at the NAACP 
(https://www.naacp.org/). If you want to learn more about how some people are fighting for freedom 
of expression, you may want to look at the ACLU (https://www.aclu.org/issues/free-speech). 
 
The statements made in the fictional tweets were not only prejudiced but particularly vulgar and 
violent. We recognize this may have been another potential cause of distress. The tweet referencing 
gun violence may have been particularly distressing, but we believe it was necessary to include a 
clear instance of racial prejudice and callousness to make the statement unambiguous. The “victim 
blaming” in the tweet was meant to reflect the real world by mirroring statements commonly seen in 
current political discussions online and in general. It was important to be as close to real examples 
as possible so that we could study people’s reactions to these cases as accurately as possible. 
  
When you began this study, the full purpose was not revealed to you because knowing the purpose 
of the study beforehand might change the way participants respond to the measures, and this could 
influence our results. It is also possible that the deception and concealment involved in this research 
might have made you somewhat anxious or upset. These feelings are normal and should be 
temporary. It is also possible that thinking these events in the past may lead some participants to 
experience feelings of anxiety or stress. We would like to remind you that you may withdraw from the 
study at this point without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
  
If, after the completion of the study, you continue to feel badly about any aspect of the study, we 
encourage you to immediately contact one of the researchers. However, it is worth noting that if you 
find yourself troubled with any lasting or severe negative emotions or have concerns about any 
feelings induced in this study, you may want to consider reviewing the list of links to counseling 
services that may be available in your area. If you do not live in any of the areas listed, we suggest 
that you contact your local mental health facility. 
 
https://yourlifecounts.org/ (Crisis line) 
https://www.ccpa-accp.ca/find-a-canadian-certified-counsellor/ (for Canadian participants) 
https://www.nbcc.org/search/counselorfind (for American participants) 
  
If you have questions at any time about the study, procedures, or your compensation (or you 
experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study), you may contact the 
student researchers, Sarah Williams or Andrew Dawson, 
at will9610@mylaurier.ca and daws6340@mylaurier.ca respectively, or their supervisor, Dr. 
Anne Wilson, at the Psychology Dept., Wilfrid Laurier University, Office N2075A, and 519-884-
0710, x3037, or awilson@wlu.ca.   
 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB 
#6353).  If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your 
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rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may 
contact Dr. Jayne Kalmar, Chair, Wilfrid Laurier University Research Ethics Board, (519) 884-1970, 
x3131 or REBchair@wlu.ca. 
  
Please do not tell other people about the purposes or methodologies of this study. They may be 
future participants, and knowing the “true” purpose might influence their responses. 
 
 
If you choose to e-mail the researchers, we can e-mail you the findings of this study by July 1, 2022. 
Please note that the e-mail addresses provided for that purpose will be deleted as soon as the 
findings have been sent to you (July 1, 2022). 
  
Thank you again for your participation! 
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